Perceptions of the importance of selected occupational activities of vocational agriculture teachers as perceived by California principals and teachers by Rogers, Richard Alan
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1978
Perceptions of the importance of selected
occupational activities of vocational agriculture
teachers as perceived by California principals and
teachers
Richard Alan Rogers
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Agricultural Education Commons, and the Other Education Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Rogers, Richard Alan, "Perceptions of the importance of selected occupational activities of vocational agriculture teachers as perceived
by California principals and teachers" (1978). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 6517.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/6517
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This materia! «.vas produced from a microfilm copy of the original document. While 
the most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of Ae original 
submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or patterns which may appear on this reproduction. 
1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". if it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting thru an image and duplicating adjacent 
pags to insure you complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a large round black mark, it 
is an indication that the photographer suspected that the copy may have 
moved during exposure and thus cause a blurred image. You will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., was part of the material being 
photographed the photographer followed a definite method in 
"sectioning" the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper 
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing from left to 
right :r. squz! ssctcns a sma!! overlap, if necessary, sectioning is 
continued again — beginning below the first row and continuing on until 
complete. 
4. The majority of users indicate that the textual content is of greatest value, 
however, a somewhat higher quality reproduction could be made from 
"photographs" if essential to the understanding of the dissertation. Silver 
prints of "photographs" may be ordered at additional charge by writing 
the Order Department, giving thë catalog numbëf, titîê, author snd 
specific pages you wish reproduced. 
5. PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have indistinct print. Filmed as 
received. 
University Microfilms International 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 USA 
St. John's Road, Tyler's Green 
High Wycombe. Bucks. England HPIO 8HR 
7900207 
ROGERS, RICHARD ALAN 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF SELECTED 
OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITIES OF VOCATIONAL 
AGRICULTURE TEACHERS AS PERCEIVED BY 
CALIFORNIA ORIK'CIPALS AND TEACHERS, 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY, PH.D., I 9 7 b  
Unh/ersiW 
Microfilms 
International 3oon, zeeb road, ann arbor, mi «sioe 
Perceptions of the importance of selected occupational 
activities of vocational agriculture teachers as 
perceived by California principals and teachers 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of 
The Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major; Agricultural Education 
by 
Richard Alan Rogers 
Approved: 
In Charge of Major/WorK 
For the Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1978 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
INTRODUCTION 1 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 11 
METHOD OF PROCEDURE 33 
Development of Instrument 33 
Testing of Items 34 
Selection of Importance Scale 37 
Selection of Sample 38 
Collection of Data 39 
Coding of Data 41 
Analysis of Data 43 
FINDINGS 45 
Respondent Background Information 45 
Activity Group Means, Standard Deviations, 54 
and t-Values 
Twenty Most Important and Least Important 71 
Activiries 
Paired t-Test Comparisons 83 
Group Comparisons by Geographical Regions 97 
Major Findings 105 
DISCUSSION 108 
Implications 125 
Recommendations for Additional Research 132 
SUMMARY 135 
iii 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 140 
APPENDIX A: COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 144 
APPENDIX B: HUMAN SUBJECTS CLEARANCE 150 
iv 
LIST OF TABLES 
Page 
Table 1. Number and response rate of sample 
of California respondents 41 
Table 2. Mean number of agriculture teachers 
employed by responding schools 46 
Table 3. Number of vocational agriculture 
teachers employed by responding 
schools 46 
Table 4. Mean total enrollment in respondents' 
high schools 48 
Table 5. Mean years respondents had been 
involved in teaching or administration 
of vocational agriculture program 48 
Table 6. Highest educational level attained by 
vocational agriculture teachers 48 
Table 7. Highest educational level attained 
by principals 50 
Table 8. Mean hours per week the vocational 
agriculture teacher should devote 
to program activities during the 
school year by respondent group 50 
Table 9. Mean hours per week the vocational 
agriculture teacher should devote 
to program activities during the 
summer months by respondent group 51 
Table 10. Mean number of supervisory visits 
each student enrolled in vocational 
agriculture should receive each year 
by respondent group 52 
Table 11= Frequency and percentage of teacher 
time the vocational agriculture 
teacher is expected to work with 
students and farmers outside the 
normal school day by respondent 
group 53 
V 
Table 12. Means, standard deviations, mean 
rankings, and t-values by program 
area for principals and teachers 55 
Table 13. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by curriculum and program development 
activity 57 
Table 14. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by instructional activity 60 
Table 15. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by supervisory activity 63 
Table 16. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by administrative activity 66 
Table 17. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by evaluation activity 68 
Table 18. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by public relations activity 69 
Table 19. Means, standard deviations and mean 
rankings for teachers and principals 
by professional activity 70 
Table 20. Twenty most important activities as 
perceived by principals 73 
Table 21- Twenty most important activities as 
perceived by agriculture teachers 75 
Table 22. Twenty least important activities as 
perceived by principals 79 
Table 23. Twenty least important activities as 
perceived by teachers 81 
Table 24. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by curriculum and program develop­
ment activity 85 
vi 
Table 25. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by instructional activity 88 
Table 26. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by supervisory activity 90 
Table 27. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by administrative activity 93 
Table 28. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by evaluation activity 95 
Table 29. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by public relations activity 96 
Table 30. Principal and vocational agriculture 
teacher paired mean differences, t-
values and correlation coefficients 
by professional activities 98 
Table 31. Principal group means, standard 
deviations, mean rankings and 
T ?  — 1  ^ \  / - r  " V  ^  ^  V ^  O  W x T  i.' jf  ^^  
geographical regions 99 
Table 32. Teacher group means, standard 
deviations, mean rankings and F 
values by program area by 
geographical region 103 
vii 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Page 
Figure 1. Geographic distribution of 
paired respondents 42 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
In the past fifteen years there have been many changes 
in the structure, function and scope of agricultural edu­
cation at the secondary level in California. The impetus 
for these changes, as seen by many leaders in the field 
of agricultural education, was Public Law 88-210, other­
wise known as the Vocational Education Act of 1963. Mr. 
Sid Sutherland, in a monograph entitled "A History of Ag­
ricultural Education in California Secondary Schools" 
(30, p. 87) quoted the "Annual Descriptive Report of 
1964-65" as stating: 
Just as the Smith-Hughes Act of nearly a half 
century ago planted the seed for continuing 
and successful cooperative effort between the 
federal government and the state governments 
to strengthen instructional programs keyed to 
occupational preparation, the Vocational Edu­
cation Act of 1963 provided the means to reap 
a long-hidden harvest of competency, knowledge, 
and experience in establishing and operating 
programs of job preparation. The dimensions 
of vocational education were expanded, the pur­
poses of vocational education were widened, and 
the potentiality of vocational education was 
honored by this act. 
Mr. Sutherland went on to quote the Annual Report of 
1964-65 as stating that: 
California was the first state to make the 
provisions of the 1963 act operational. One 
of the major reasons why the state was able to 
move so rapidly into taking advantage of the 
support was the fact that provisions of this 
law not only provided financial support but 
[provided] ... a legal basis for many of the 
agricultural programs which were already well 
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underway y such as instruction in agriculture 
and various phases of agricultural business 
education. 
The rapid move by agricultural education leaders 
in California to implement the provisions of this new 
act gave rise, in part, to a series of problems and 
challenges which confronted the profession. Among the 
most important of these were; (1) the changing nature, 
instructional content and structure of vocational agri­
culture programs; (2) increased student enrollment; 
(3) the entry of girls into agricultural education pro­
grams; (4) chronic shortages of vocational agriculture 
teachers; (5) the necessity of an internship or emergency 
teacher certification program; (6) declining membership 
of agriculture students in the Future Farmers of America. 
It is obvious that the above problems are inter­
related and difficult to understand and interpret sepa­
rately. The shortage of qualified teachers grew out 
of statewide program expansion in terms of increased 
student enrollment in existing programs, the development 
of new vocational agriculture departments (25) and the 
inclusion of previously nonvocational programs conducted 
by local schools which were deemed vocational under the 
provisions of the Vocational Education Act of 1963, here­
after referred to as VEA '63. According to Sutherland (30), 
the State Department of Education, Bureau of Agricultural 
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Education reported that in 1963, 15,219 students were 
enrolled in secondary programs of vocational agriculture 
in California. During the fall of 1976, this agency 
reported that 51,576 students were enrolled in such 
programs. The agency reported that there were 227 local 
programs being conducted in secondary schools during the 
1963-1964 school year, whereas there were 401 programs 
in the state during the 1976-1977 school year. 
During this period of time many teachers left the 
profession. According to Reed (27), over 700 secondary 
vocational agriculture teachers had left teaching since 
1960. As recently as the fall of 1976, it was observed 
that approximately 25 qualified teachers were still 
needed in local school programs. The shortage of agri­
culture teachers is not a problem unique to California. 
Craig (7), in a national study of teacher availability 
in agricultural education during the 1976-1977 school 
year, reported a shortage of 685 agriculture teachers 
throughout the nation. 
To meet the increased need for agriculture teachers, 
the state of California increased from two to five the num­
ber of agriculture teacher preparation programs in the state. 
Even with this increased effort in teacher preparation, 
all five of the universities where these programs were 
conducted had to resort to an emergency certification 
program, known as the "internship" program, as a stop­
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gap measure to deal with the teacher shortage problem. 
Even though this program provided for the certification of 
over 100 teachers in the past ten years, the shortage has 
persisted. 
Persons who have entered this program have, in the 
main, held a B.S. degree in some field of technical agri­
culture, had two or more years of agricultural occupational 
experience and received a minimum amount of professional 
education course work. Most of this course work was re­
ceived through short courses, summer courses or by special 
arrangements with those individuals responsible for con­
ducting teacher education programs in each of the five 
institutions. Characteristic of those who became intern 
teachers was a lack of background in advising agricultural 
youth organizations and in supervising occupational ex­
perience programs. Many interns were employed in single 
person departments and did not have experienced vocational 
agriculture teachers to assist them in carrying out a 
complete program. The large numbers of individuals em­
ployed as intern teachers over the past years, coupled 
with their general lack of knowledge of what constitutes 
a complete program of vocational agriculture, were a 
serious problem. This situation caused some leaders in 
the agricultural education profession to suggest that this 
was the reason that the number of students becoming mem­
bers of the Future Farmers of America organization had 
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declined to a point of real concern. 
California has had one of the lowest percentages of 
FFA membership among its vocational agriculture students 
in the nation (11). Many reasons for this situation, in 
addition to the influence of the intern teachers, have 
been offered by agricultural educators throughout the 
state. It has been suggested that the FFA is not as 
attractive to girls, who make up 33% of the vocational 
agriculture enrollment in California (3), as it is to 
boys. The FFA was "an organization for boys" according 
to its original constitution (10) . The FFA has in modern 
times eliminated the sex bias found in its old constitu­
tion (12) and now permits girls to become members of 
the organization. The question remains, however, are 
female vocational agriculture students joining the FFA 
in the same proportion to their numbers as are male 
vocational agriculture students? 
Another factor which may well have had an effect on 
FFA membership was the nature and structure of vocational 
agriculture programs in California. In the main, the 
traditional one teacher, production oriented vocational 
agriculture department was replaced by multi-teacher 
departments throughout the state (25) • Most vocational 
agriculture departments offered programs of instruction 
not only in production, but also in one or more of the 
following areas: agricultural supplies and services. 
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agricultural mechanics, agricultural products/processing, 
ornamental horticulture, agricultural resources/rural 
recreation, and forestry. Students, as well as vocational 
agriculture teachers, had the opportunity to specialize 
in one of these seven areas. There was speculation that 
students, and perhaps teachers, in these non-production 
areas did not have the same commitment to the FFA as had 
the traditional production oriented students and teachers. 
These teachers and students entered the program with in­
terests and objectives quite different from those of stu­
dents who came from the farm and teachers v/ho had parti­
cipated in the former traditional program of vocational 
agriculture. The above statement is substantiated by 
the fact that since passage of VEA '63, there has been 
an increase in the number of vocational agriculture 
programs. Many of the new vocational agriculture pro­
grams established since that date were in urban or subur­
ban areas. Few, if any of the students enrolled in these 
programs had farming backgrounds. Most of these programs 
offered ornamental horticulture as their major area of 
emphasis, but not necessarily to the exclusion of the 
other six areas of agriculture. FFA membership in these 
urban and suburban programs was low, as might be expected. 
The normal system of teacher preparation in California 
has required that the candidate possess a B.S. in agri­
culture, two years of experience in an agricultural 
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occupation, be admitted to the graduate college, complete 
one semester of student teaching in a selected cooperating 
high school under the guidance of a qualified vocational 
agriculture teacher and complete specified course work 
designed for the remainder of the graduate year. This 
post-graduate student teaching requirement with its accom­
panying course of study has led the California program of 
preparing vocational agriculture teachers to be called 
the "fifth year" system. There has been some speculation, 
but no proof, that the fifth year system in itself may 
contribute to the teacher shortage either through dis­
couraging California students from entering the profession 
or by discouraging experienced teachers from other states 
from moving into California to teach. 
Another dimension contributing to the complex prob­
lems of teacher shortage and vocational agriculture 
program continuity in the state of California is the per­
ception of the vocational agriculture teacher's role by 
his immediate supervisor, the high school principal. 
It has been pointed out that since the passage of VEA '63 
many new vocational agriculture programs have been estab­
lished. In most cases, principals, the administrators 
of these programs, had little or no concept of vocational 
agriculture programs, their purpose, their structure or 
their function. In fact, in some urban areas, principals 
openly questioned the need for vocational agriculture 
8 
programs in their high school. Other principals saw 
agriculture as a course or courses and not as a program. 
This caused these principals to question the need for 
supervised occupational experience, the Future Farmers 
of America and twelve month contracts for vocational 
agriculture teachers. 
There appeared to be questions regarding the per­
ceptions of the vocational agriculture teacher's role 
even by those principals who actively sought an agri­
cultural program for their high school. Under the pro­
visions of VEA '63 many new types of agricultural pro­
grams were made possible. This made agriculture more 
attractive and acceptable to many administrators. As 
the types of instructional programs became more varied, 
however, was there also a change in the principal's 
perception of the agriculture teacher's role? For 
example, did the principal of a production oriented agri­
culture program differ in his perceptions of the agri­
culture teacher's role from the principal of a vocational 
agriculture program which was oriented toward ornamental 
horticulture? Is there, in fact, a difference in how 
principals of rural high schools perceive the role of 
the vocational agriculture teacher as compared to prin­
cipals of urban high schools? 
In view of the numerous changes that have taken 
place in the nature and characteristics of vocational 
9 
agriculture programs, students and teachers, there are 
a number of significant questions which have arisen. 
Among them are: Has the role of the vocational agri­
culture teacher changed since the passage of VEA '63? 
Indeed, what should the role of the vocational agriculture 
teacher be in California today? How do teachers per­
ceive their roles and responsibilities? How do the high 
school principals who administer these vocational agri­
culture programs perceive the role of the vocational 
agriculture teacher? Do teachers prepared by the 
"intern" method perceive their role differently than 
those prepared through the fifth year program? Do teachers 
from the various geographical regions of the state differ 
in how they perceive their roles? 
All these questions have a bearing on the problems 
and challenges faced by agricultural educators in Cali -
fornia. 
It was the purpose of this study to determine the 
occupational tasks that are basic to the teaching of 
vocational agriculture as perceived by teachers and their 
principals in California. 
More specifically, this study was designed to: 
1. Compare the perceptions of principals and teachers 
regarding the occupational role of the vocational agri­
culture teacher. 
2. Determine the importance of selected activities 
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as perceived by principals and vocational agriculture 
teachers. 
3. Compare the importance of selected activities 
as perceived by teachers and principals on a regional 
basis within the state. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
In recent years researchers have undertaken a variety 
of investigations on local, state, regional and national 
levels analyzing the nature and structure of vocational 
agriculture instructional programs. Most of these studies 
were conducted after the passage of the Vocational Edu­
cation Act of 1963. It was acknowledged during that time 
that the growth and development of agricultural education 
programs would depend on an adequate supply of qualified 
teachers. This was especially true of the nonproduction 
agriculture areas. Venn (31, p. 215) pointed out that: 
One of the greatest handicaps to the improvement 
and expansion of vocational-technical education 
is the desperate shortage of qualified teachers 
and administrators. 
One of the major effects of the passage of the 
Vocational Education Act of 1963 was to create a demand 
for vocational agriculture teachers in the non-traditional 
areas of agricultural education. In a national study 
conducted by Luft and Bender ( 17) involving 501 voca­
tional agriculture teachers in 1974, it was concluded 
that the shortage of vocational agriculture teachers 
had limited the development of programs in vocational 
agriculture and that the change in program emphasis from 
production agriculture to off-farm agricultural operations 
was a major factor contributing to the increased demand 
for teachers. 
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A 1975 study conducted in the state of Washington 
by Orlich and Rust (24) resulted in these findings: 
1. There had been a continued increase in class 
size, enrollments and offerings in vocational 
agriculture in the 1970's. 
2. There was a general increase in the number of 
schools offering vocational agriculture courses. 
3. Vocational agriculture teachers generally 
perceived their teaching loads to be heavier 
than those of other teachers. 
Orlich and Rust also found that there were four major 
reasons for the increased demand for vocational agricul­
ture teachers in Washington state. The reasons were: 
1. The replacement of retiring teachers. 
2. The replacement of vocational agriculture teachers 
leaving teaching for reasons other than retirement. 
3. The addition of vocational agriculture teachers 
to alleviate overcrowded classes. 
4. The expansion of vocational agriculture programs 
resulting from schools implementing new programs, 
adding more class periods to accommodate in­
creased student enrollment or increasing the 
variety of vocational agriculture courses offered. 
There appears to be a relationship between the broad­
ening of the scope of agricultural education and the 
increased demand for vocational agriculture teachers. 
Moore (23), Arizona state supervisor for vocational agri­
culture, suggested that the increase in multiple teacher 
departments would continue to increase demand for vocational 
agriculture teachers. Craig (7), in a national study 
conducted during the 1976-77 school year, found that 51.3 
13 
percent of vocational agriculture teachers taught in 
multiple teacher departments. 
Craig also determined that the trend toward special­
ized vocational agriculture programs continued during 
1976-77. He found that 32.8 percent of teachers taught 
in full-time production agriculture programs. Teachers 
who taught part-time production and one or more specialized 
classes accounted for 51.8 percent of the national total. 
Teachers in full-time specialized programs such as agri­
cultural supplies and services, agricultural mechanics, 
agricultural products/processing, ornamental horticulture, 
agricultural resources and forestry accounted for the re­
maining 15.4 percent. 
Craig's study also provided the following data re­
garding the supply of vocational agriculture teachers 
for 1976: 
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2. Of those qualified to teach, 1043 (61.5 percent) 
took vocational agriculture teaching positions. 
3. Teachers with temporary or emergency certificates 
numbered 554. 
4. The 61.5 percent placement rate was the highest 
^ ^ ^ V V # 
5. The number of teachers qualified (certified) for 
1976 was below the number qualified for 1970, 
1971, 1972 and 1973. 
6. In 1976, 654 qualified teachers chose not to 
enter teaching. 
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7. Over 10 percent of the nation's vocational 
agriculture teachers left teaching in 1976. 
Clearly, a serious shortage of vocational agriculture 
teachers has developed over the past several years. This 
imbalance of supply and demand has created a problem whose 
solution can only be speculative in that it has occurred 
during a time when almost all other areas of education 
have an over supply of certified teachers. 
Research in the area of teacher turnover or teacher 
attrition among vocational agriculture teachers has been 
conducted in several areas of the United States. A 1974 
study by Mattox (18) of 58 Arizona vocational agriculture 
teachers who left the teaching profession categorized their 
reasons for leaving into three areas : environmental 
factors, professional factors, and sociological factors. 
The three major environmental factors contributing to 
the teacher's choice to leave teaching were as follows: 
1. long hours 
2. inadequate salary 
3. lack of advancement opportunities 
The three major professional factors were: 
1 #44 c!/^T omc 
2. dislike for adult and young farmer programs 
3. dislike working with high school students 
The three major sociological factors were: 
1. personality conflicts with administration 
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2. time required for FFA activities 
3. community responsibilities 
Mattox summarized that no single factor was found to 
significantly influence teachers to leave vocational 
agriculture teaching. Groups of factors, however, may 
combine to create a role stress which could cause the 
vocational agriculture teacher to seek another occupation. 
Mattox's research also resulted in a Behavior Causation 
Factor Model which tied the sociological, environmental 
and professional factors into one group of stress factors 
and graphically illustrated the dynamics of the change-
of-profession process these 58 Arizona vocational agri­
culture teachers went through. 
In 1966, Froehlich (9) studied environmental factors 
which influenced agricultural education graduates to 
not enter or to leave the vocational agriculture teaching 
profession in Iov7a. This study included 823 non-teaching 
agricultural education graduates of Iowa State University 
from 1940 to 1964. Froehlich observed that long hours 
and evening responsibilities were important factors in 
influencing graduates to leave teaching. Froehlich 
further concluded that (9, p. 25): 
A maximum load should be determined which provides 
definite limits as to the number of students per 
instructor, number of evening responsibilities, 
hours of work per week, and other guidelines. 
Prestige afforded vocational training and employ­
ment must be improved. Guidance people, administra-
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tors, teachers, parents and other people concerned 
with dissemination of occupational information 
should devote equal effort to providing informa­
tion on occupations requiring or not requiring 
collegiate training. 
The graduates who received the higher quality point 
average were inclined to leave the teaching pro­
fession first. Either selection of potential stu­
dents and graduates with lower grade point averages 
will have to be made, or factors will have to be 
found and changed that cause this reaction. Some 
factors tending to influence this situation may 
be the lack of advancement opportunity, respect 
for vocational agriculture in the community, and 
salary. 
Froehlich concluded by stating that duties such as 
advising the FFA and teaching adult classes should be 
rewarded with supplemental pay as they require time and 
effort beyond the normal teaching load. 
In a study by Hoerner (14) in 1965, 1,022 individuals 
who had been certified to teach vocational agriculture 
between 1940 and 1964 through Iowa State University, 
but who had never entered teaching or had left the pro­
fession after a few years of experience, were asked to 
cite their reasons for leaving. Hoerner found that these 
teachers repeatedly listed five reasons for leaving the 
profession. They were as follows: 
1. long hours and evening responsibilities 
2. low salary and lack of advancement opportunity 
3. community factors 
4. inter-personal problems 
5. failure to adjust to the teaching assignment 
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Several studies have addressed the subject of what 
constitutes an acceptable work load for a vocational 
agriculture teacher. The results of most studies have, 
in the main, been fairly consistent, and some trends have 
been evident over the past few years. One of these areas 
involves the teaching of adult education classes in agri­
culture. A study by Cole (4) in 1977 concluded that: 
The time may be at hand that organizing and 
teaching adult programs be dropped from the oc­
cupational responsibilities of the local vocation­
al agriculture teacher. Meeting the educational 
needs of these agricultural workers could be left 
to post-secondary schools and the agricultural 
extension service. 
It is interesting to note that in Craig's study of 
1975 (6), it was found that 54.4 percent of the agricul­
ture teachers taught both adult and secondary students, 
but in his 1977 study (7) he found that only 50.8 percent 
taught adults in addition to their secondary teaching 
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over this two year period. More importantly, when 
compared to Woodin's (34) study of 1967, a decline in 
the teaching of adult classes by vocational agriculture 
teachers of 19.6 percent for the ten year period was 
evident. In short, 70 percent of the vocational agri­
culture teachers in the United States in 1967 taught both 
secondary and adult classes, whereas only 50.8 percent 
of the vocational agriculture teachers in 1977 taught both 
groups. 
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Many other activities require the secondary vocational 
agriculture teacher's time in addition to the teaching of 
adult classes. A study by Brimm and Cooper (1) revealed 
that principals in the state of Tennessee felt that fund , 
raising activities for the FFA resulted in lost instruc­
tional time and worked a hardship on the vocational agri­
culture teacher. Studies by Gallagher (13) revealed that 
principals in Washington had reservations about several 
of the activities of teachers in that state. Forty-nine 
percent of the principals who felt that too much time was 
spent on certain areas of vocational education in agri­
culture cited the FFA and judging contests as their major 
areas of concern. This same study revealed that of those 
agriculture teachers who felt too much time was spent on 
certain areas of vocational agriculture, 48.2 percent felt 
that the FFA and judging contests took too much of the 
agriculture teacher's time. Eighty-nine of the one 
hundred thirty-six teachers polled said more emphasis was 
needed in certain areas of vocational agriculture. Forty-
seven percent of these people said that supervised occu­
pational experience should receive this extra time and 
attention. Thirty-six percent of the principals polled 
said that supervised occupational experience should receive 
more of the vocational agriculture teacher's time. 
Gallagher's study also revealed that vocational agri­
culture teachers and their principals differed significantly 
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on the acceptability of the vocational agriculture teach­
er's work load in that state. Of those surveyed, 51 per­
cent of the teachers felt their work load was acceptable 
whereas 79 percent of the principals felt the work load 
of the vocational agriculture teacher was acceptable. 
Miller (20), in an article in the October issue of 
the American Vocational Journal, suggests that the voca­
tional agriculture teacher should broaden his role and 
provide a variety of services to his school and community. 
He stated (20, p.33): 
Agriculture teachers must assume the same duties 
and responsibilities that are expected of other 
teachers in connection with extracurricular ac­
tivities. 
He further suggested that: 
The agriculture teacher has certain obligations 
as a member of his community, and they as well, 
can provide opportunities for building up pro­
fessionalism. An agriculture teacher can find 
many ways to serve his community. He can offer 
night classes, volunteer to serve as a member 
of the local fair board, join county agricultural 
organizations and accept responsibility as a direc­
tor, and he can act as consultant to farmers and 
businessmen. It goes without saying that he can 
bring his background and experience into play as 
a leader in community youth groups of all kinds. 
Involvement in service clubs and church work offer 
another opportunity for the teacher to give ser­
vice, broaden his outlook, and gain leadership 
experience, all of which contribute to his pro­
fessional growth. An occasional agriculture pro­
gram at a service club meeting, for example, 
will keep the business community informed and may 
gain support for his program. All such activi­
ties help to keep the teacher aware of local 
training needs. 
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The role of the agriculture teacher as perceived 
by Miller (20) in 1972 differs markedly from the findings 
of Cole (4), Craig (7) and Gallagher (13). In the main, 
these studies indicated that many of the activities rec­
ommended in the article by Miller contribute to teacher 
dissatisfaction and/or teacher turnover. 
In a study of the morale of Virginia vocational 
agriculture teachers. Miller (22) concluded that voca­
tional agriculture teachers in that state were less 
satisfied with teaching, more adversely concerned with 
salary, load and community pressures than the typical 
non-vocational agriculture teacher. Teacher morale in 
this study was measured by scores on the Purdue Teacher 
Opinionaire (PTO). The intent of the study was to use 
the PTO to discern if there was a difference in the 
morale of first year agriculture teachers and experienced 
agriculture teachers. No statistically significant 
differences were found between the two groups. It was 
significant, however, that both agriculture teacher 
groups scored well below the norm on such items as 
"teacher load", "satisfaction with teaching" and "com­
munity pressures" (participation in outside-school 
activities, community expectations regarding a teacher's 
personal standards, etc.). 
In a 1974 study by Schumann and Webb (29), the role 
of the vocational agriculture teacher and various aspects 
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of vocational agriculture programs were examined through 
the eyes of high school principals and vocational agri­
culture teachers. The researchers randomly selected 260 
vocational agriculture teachers and 260 principals in 
Texas to participate in their study. A questionnaire 
was sent to each participant soliciting their response 
to certain statements. Responses were in terms of levels 
of agreement to statements about various aspects of the 
program of vocational agriculture. Significant differences 
were determined by analyses of variance and set at the .05 
level of probability. 
The researchers reported their findings in three 
categories. They were: (1) areas of agreement by both 
teachers and principals, (2) areas of disagreement by both 
teachers and principals, and (3) areas of disagreement 
between teachers and principals. Some of the more signif-
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Areas of agreement by both teachers and principals: 
1. Both teachers and principals agreed that the 
instructional program in vocational agriculture 
should emphasize a general understanding of agri­
culture rather than training for specific agricul­
tural occupations. 
2. Teachers and principals agreed that students 
should be allowed to enroll in vocational agri­
culture without regard to their occupational plans. 
3. Both groups agreed that students who plan to 
obtain baccalaureate degrees in agriculture should 
be encouraged to enroll in vocational agriculture. 
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4. Both agreed that teachers of vocational agri­
culture should use advisory committees in planning 
vocational agriculture programs. 
5. Both agreed that teachers of vocational agri­
culture have the responsibility of providing system­
atic instruction for adults in the community. 
Teachers agreed at a significantly higher level 
than did principals. 
6. Both strongly agreed that an FFA chapter is 
essential if an effective program of vocational 
agriculture is to be conducted. Teachers agreed 
at a significantly higher level than did principals. 
7. Both strongly agreed that teachers of vocational 
agriculture should emphasize student participation 
in FFA leadership and judging contests. Teachers 
agreed at a significantly higher level. 
8. Both agreed that teachers should emphasize 
participation in shows and fairs above the local level. 
9. Both agreed that preparation for FFA contests 
should be conducted during classes rather than after 
school hours. 
10. Both teachers and principals agreed that class­
room instruction (including agricultural mechanics) 
is the most important aspect of the vocational agri­
culture teacher's responsibilities. 
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1. Both groups disagreed with the proposition that 
teachers of vocational agriculture should teach 
the same number of hours per day as teachers of 
non-vocational courses. Principals disagreed signif­
icantly less with the statement than did teachers. 
2. Both groups disagreed with the proposition that 
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on a 10 month basis as are teachers of non-vocational 
courses. Principals disagreed significantly less 
than did teachers. 
Areas of disagreement between teachers and principals: 
1. Teachers disagreed while principals agreed with 
the proposition that vocational agriculture programs 
should place less emphasis on production agriculture 
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and more on off-farm agricultural occupation 
programs such as cooperative occupational ex­
perience and pre-employment laboratory training. 
The difference was significant. 
2. Teachers agreed and principals disagreed with 
the proposition that teachers should use a portion 
of time during the school day for activities re­
lated to adult education in agriculture. The 
difference in response was significant. 
The researchers also noted that: 
In general, little relationship was found between 
responses and the variables of school size, tenure 
of teachers and principals, previous experience 
of the principal as a teacher of vocational agri­
culture, and previous experience of the principal 
as a student of vocational agriculture. It was 
observed, however, that responses of teachers with 
longer tenure tended to be like those of princi­
pals, whereas responses of principals who had been 
teachers of vocational agriculture tended to be 
like those of teachers. 
The researchers concluded that greater effort should be 
made to improve communication between vocational agri­
culture teachers and principals. 
In a study of the job priorities of 203 Iowa voca­
tional agriculture teachers, Lockwood (16, pp. 248-249) 
found that teachers in that state placed the highest 
priorities on day class instruction and lower priorities 
on adult and young farmer classes and activities. When 
comparing teacher priorities by years of experience, 
however, Lockwood concluded that: 
As years of teaching experience increased, young 
farmer and adult classes and visits to young 
farmer and adult class members became more 
important. 
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The studies by Briinm and Cooper (1), Gallagher (13), 
Schumman and Webb (29), Miller (21) and Lockwood (16), 
seem to indicate that teachers of vocational agriculture 
view their role or occupational tasks differently than 
do their principals who must administer the vocational 
agriculture program. 
The fact that principals play an important role in 
the conduct of vocational education programs in agriculture 
was best illustrated in a study by Cooper (5) in 1974. 
He studied the perceptions of 23 superintendents, 23 
principals, and 65 vocational agriculture teachers regard­
ing the role of principals of vocational-technical centers 
in Virginia. He found that all groups studied agreed 
that the major duties of the principal should include: 
1. Evaluating teacher performance. 
2. Determining staff assignments. 
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objectives. 
4. Consulting with teachers before making cur­
riculum changes. 
5. Preparing budgets. 
6. Assisting in the planning of instructional 
facilities. 
7. Determining supply and equipment needs for 
vocational programs. 
8. Checking for hazards to student safety. 
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It can be concluded, then, that it is most important 
that teachers and principals maintain excellent communi­
cations and strong professional relationships. 
In a study by Cole (4) in 1977 designed to determine 
those important occupational tasks which form the founda­
tion for the teaching of vocational agriculture in Iowa, 
several important findings were made. The design of the 
study included the pairing of Iowa vocational agriculture 
teachers with their principals so that paired t-tests 
could be made on the responses from each high school. Cole 
selected at random 85 vocational agriculture departments 
and then surveyed the principal and vocational agricul­
ture teacher in each school. The respondents rated 71 
activities as to their importance as occupational tasks 
for agriculture teachers. By coding each survey instrument. 
Cole was able to pair each teacher with his principal and 
compute paired t-tests and their correlational coefficients 
for all 71 tasks. 
The same instrument and procedure was used in Utah. 
Utah was chosen because it had a low teacher turnover 
rate, while Iowa had a high teacher turnover rate. One of 
the more significant findings was that Iowa teachers and 
principals differed significantly on 37 of the 71 items 
whereas Utah teachers and principals differed significantly 
on only 14 of the 71 activities. 
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The fact that Iowa teachers and principals differ 
significantly in their perceptions of the agriculture 
teacher's role, coupled with the high teacher turnover 
rate in Iowa, raises some interesting questions. Con­
versely, the low teacher turnover in Utah coupled with 
the rather small difference between teacher and principal 
perceptions of the agriculture teacher's role also raises 
questions which require further exploration. 
In analyzing the results of his study. Cole found 
that not only were there differences between teachers 
and principals in each state, but there were also dif­
ferences between states on the mean ratings of the ac­
tivities studied. Cole (4, pp.114-118) stated that: 
In general, Utah mean scores were higher than 
Iowa mean scores for the program activities 
studied. 
He further suggested that the differences between Iowa 
and Utah responses might be due to differences in size 
of schools and, subsequently, the size of vocational 
agriculture programs in which each group of teachers 
was working. Cole stated that: 
The mean high school enrollment in the Utah 
schools was observed to be approximately two 
and one-half times larger (865.9) students 
than the mean size of the Iowa schools (349.3) 
included in the study. 
Cole also noted that the percentage of multiple teacher 
departments in the Utah schools studied was 40.5 whereas 
only 17.5 percent of the Iowa schools studied were multiple 
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teacher departments. Another factor cited in this study 
in regard to the higher Utah mean scores was that Utah 
teachers appear to have better facilities, more resources 
and lower individual teaching loads. These advantages, 
according to Cole, stem from the sharing of responsi­
bilities in the multi-teacher departments. In other words, 
responsibilities for the supervision of Future Farmer 
activities, supervision of student occupational experience 
programs and the teaching of adult programs can be shared 
in the multi-teacher department, which is common in Utah, 
but not so common in Iowa. 
Cole stated further that: 
Another possible reason for higher Utah group 
mean scores could have been due to the fact 
that these groups placed more importance on 
supervising student work experience programs 
during the school day than did Iowa groups. 
It was further suggested that because of time spent 
on supervisory activities during the regular school day, 
Utah vocational agriculture teachers may have had more 
time to devote to other activities during after school 
and evening hours. Iowa principals placed a low importance 
on the supervision of student work experience programs 
during the normal school day. Cole suggested that Iowa 
teachers need to work toward securing time during the 
regular school day for the supervision of student oc­
cupational experience programs. 
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In a study by Kahler (15) it was noted that teacher 
priorities regarding program activities changed as years 
of experience increased. Cole's (4) findings appear to 
support this observation. Utah teachers had an average 
teaching tenure of 14.8 years, while Iowa teachers had 
an average of 9.1 years of teaching experience. The 
difference in mean response ratings of program activities, 
then, may be in part a result of the difference in years 
of teaching experience between the Utah and Iowa teachers. 
Although the statistics do not directly support this theory, 
there is nevertheless sufficient evidence to suggest that 
the difference in years of teaching may account for at 
least part of the variation in the responses of the two 
teacher groups. 
Cole presented one other explanation regarding the 
differences in activity mean scores between states. He 
stated tiiStx 
The style of living and predominant attitudes 
about ones work and the use of ones work in 
realizing life ambitions could be different 
in each state. 
Cole's study did not attempt to make comparisons between 
the life styles predominant in Utah or Iowa. He noted 
that such endeavors were beyond the limitations and scope 
of his study. 
As was cited earlier in this review, Iowa teachers 
and principals differed significantly in their responses 
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to 37 of the 71 activity statements, whereas Utah prin­
cipals and their vocational agriculture teachers had 
placed a significantly different degree of importance 
on only 14 of the 71 activities statements. As identified 
by Cole, the major areas of disagreement between Iowa 
teachers and principals were as follows; 
1. administrative activities 
2. Participation ir. professional associations 
3. informing the public about the vocational agri­
culture program in the local school 
4. supervising work experience programs 
5. conducting young and adult farmer programs 
6. accepting school assignments not normally 
considered part of the vocational agriculture 
program 
More specifically. Cole concluded that some of these 
areas of disagreement strike at the very heart of what 
has been traditionally thought to make vocational agri­
culture programs "vocational". He stated that; 
Principals in Iowa appear to view the vocational 
agriculture teacher as just another faculty member 
and interpret his work as just another facet of 
the total educational offerings of his school. 
Such an interpretation, if permitted to become 
a reality, would change the scope and content 
of the vocational agriculture program drastically, 
making vocational agriculture just another academic 
subject in the school. 
He concluded that: 
Such an interpretation of the work of the vocational 
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agriculture program and teacher's responsibili­
ties may be the result of the collective bargain­
ing process which has made inroads into administra­
tion-staff relationships in recent years in Iowa. 
Other pertinent findings by Cole in his study were: 
1. Vocational agriculture teachers in both states 
tended to respond independently of their principals. 
2. Attitudes of principals and vocational agri­
culture teachers toward the occupational responsibilities 
for teaching vocational agriculture are in closer harmony 
in Utah than in Iowa. 
3. In both states the importance of conducting 
young and adult farmer programs was rated low by both 
teachers and principals. 
4. Principals in both states rated the importance 
of advisory committees for the day program low, but 
placed a high rating on the importance of the teacher 
providing input from the community to the administration. 
5. All four groups placed high ratings on the pro­
gram areas of administration and supervision and low 
ratings on the area of instruction. 
6. Low ratings by all groups in the area of in­
struction were the result of combining the ratings for 
day program instruction, which were relatively high, 
with ratings for adult and young farmer instruction, 
which were extremely low. 
In general. Cole concluded that the role of the 
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vocational agriculture teacher has changed in recent 
years. The occupational role of the vocational agri­
culture teacher in the local school should be redefined. 
Less emphasis should be placed on the community service 
function of the teacher's job and more emphasis placed 
on making the job more realistic in its demands. There 
is a need for more multi-teacher departments in Iowa. 
In addition, this study suggested that vocational 
agriculture teachers made their own workloads untenable. 
Teachers made decisions to carry their workloads beyond 
what was expected of them. Principals in both states 
appeared to expect less from the vocational agriculture 
teachers than the teachers did of themselves. Finally, 
Cole recommended the replication of this study in other 
states to determine whether similar differences exist 
between principals and the vocational agriculture teach­
ers in their perceived importance cf various program 
activities. 
After reviewing the literature related to this 
problem, it can be concluded that substantive changes 
have taken place in the role of the vocational agri­
culture teacher and in the nature and structure of voca­
tional agriculture programs nationwide. Rapid growth in 
the number of new vocational agriculture programs and 
the expansion of existing programs has created a demand 
for teachers of vocational agriculture that has not been 
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met. Many young teachers have left the profession and 
have thus contributed to the nationwide teacher shortage. 
The reasons for high teacher turnover in many states revolve 
around heavy teaching loads and various non-teaching re­
sponsibilities. The teaching of young and adult farmer 
programs by secondary vocational agriculture teachers 
is declining both in practice and popularity. 
The morale of the vocational agriculture teacher is 
low in many states. Harmony between teachers and prin­
cipals is important to teacher morale. Special effort 
is needed in both preservice and inservice education of 
teachers and principals to increase their understanding 
of each others occupational role. And, finally, there 
is little or nothing in the literature on the effect that 
the large number of emergency certified teachers has had 
on the quality or effectiveness of vocational education 
programs in agriculture. Although a study by Winterbourne 
( 32) evaluated the effectiveness of the emergency trained 
teacher as perceived by California vocational agriculture 
students, nothing was found in the literature to indicate 
how the emergency certified teacher perceived his role 
as a vocational agriculture teacher when compared to 
the perceptions of teachers trained through the usual 
teacher preparation program. 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
Subsequent to the identification of the problem, 
efforts were made to develop a system or technique for 
the collection of data pertinent to the identification 
and validation of occupational tasks. 
Development of Instrument 
From information provided in the Literature Cited 
section, it was determined that four groups of people 
influence the manner in which a vocational agriculture 
teacher perceives his responsibilities or occupational 
tasks. These groups were; the vocational agriculture 
teacher, local school administrators, teacher educators 
and state supervisors of vocational agriculture programs. 
Of these four groups, teachers and administrators were 
most closely associated with the daily operation of the 
program. It was decided to obtain direct input from 
these two groups to provide information upon which to 
satisfy the objectives of this study. 
It was determined that the data collecting instru­
ment that would be used in this study would contain the 
basic features of a questionnaire developed by Cole (4 ) 
with modifications that would adapt it to California 
standards for program development. Cole's instrument 
was developed in the following manner. 
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Seven major areas of responsibility within which the 
vocational agriculture teacher must function were iden­
tified. They were: (1) instruction, (2) supervision, 
(3) curriculum, (4) administration, (5) evaluation, 
(5) public relations, and (7) professional activities. 
Initially, one hundred and thirty-five activities 
were identified and put in statement form. Each state­
ment described a task or role performed by vocational 
agriculture teachers. The list of statements was re­
viewed by a committee which consisted of an Iowa teacher, 
teacher educator and a school administrator. Additions 
made by the group raised the total number of statements 
to one hundred fifty. 
A second committee of teacher educators, a state 
supervisor, an agriculture teacher and a school admin­
istrator reviewed the list and made it possible to reduce 
it to 70 statements representing activities in each of 
the seven areas. 
Testing of Items 
The draft of the survey instrument was submitted 
to Iowa teachers and principals for review. As a result 
of that review, instrument items were revised and clari­
fied and additions made which raised the final number of 
activity statements on Cole's survey instrument to seventy-
one. 
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The seventy-one activity statements were reviewed 
by the investigator and found appropriate for use in 
a survey of California teachers and principals. However, 
three areas of concern to agricultural educators in 
California were not addressed by the 71 items on the 
instrument. The active recruitment of students by the 
vocational agriculture teacher is an activity questioned 
by some teachers and administrators. It was the decision 
of the investigator to add statements to the survey that 
would solicit teacher and principal responses as to the 
importance of this activity. 
The California State Plan for Vocational Education 
(2) states that the preparation of vocational agriculture 
students for advanced post-secondary vocational instruc­
tion is a secondary program goal and a responsibility of 
the vocational agriculture teacher. Two statements re-
gairdxng this occupatiorial taslc were added to the survey 
instrument to determine principal and teacher reaction to 
that activity. 
School farms or land laboratories supervised and 
managed by the vocational agriculture teacher are common 
in California. It is not known whether teachers and prin­
cipals are in agreement as to the appropriateness of this 
activity. An additional occupational task statement 
regarding the vocational agriculture teacher's duties in 
maintaining a school farm or a land laboratory was added 
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to the instrument. The four items thus generated were 
identified as to which of the seven broad program areas 
they belonged and added to the 71 items previously de­
veloped. 
The survey instrument used in this study, in its 
final form, contained 75 statements which described spe­
cific occupational activities and tasks performed by 
vocational agriculture teachers in meeting their job 
requirements. Certain background and demographic in­
formation about the schools, vocational agriculture 
teachers and their principals was desired and, accordingly, 
fifteen appropriate items were added to the survey in­
strument. Eleven of these items were answered by both 
teachers and principals. The four remaining items were 
answered by vocational agriculture teachers only. Those 
items answered by both teachers and principals included 
such information as type of high school, enrollment in 
the high school, enrollment in the vocational agriculture 
department, educational level of the teacher and princi­
pal, tenure in teaching or administration and the number 
of supervised occupational experience visits which should 
be made by the vocational agriculture teacher per year. 
The four items which were answered by teachers only in­
cluded such areas as method of certification, name of 
institution where certification was obtained, major teach­
ing area within the broad category of agriculture, and 
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number of Future Farmers of America members in the local 
chapter. 
Selection of Importance Scale 
The primary objective of this study was to determine 
the importance of the occupational tasks listed on the 
survey instrument as perceived by secondary principals 
and their vocational agriculture teachers. The selection 
of a scale to be used by teachers and principals in the 
evaluation of the importance of the 75 occupational tasks 
was made after the review of several types of scales. It 
was determined to use a one to ninety-nine point scale 
and transform the scale values to normal deviates. 
Wolins and Dickinson (33) found that transformation of 
the response scale values to normal deviates resulted 
in an increase in the relationship between reliability 
and the nuriiber of categories. I-Ienne (IS) in a statement 
regarding the effects of transformation of scale values 
said (19, p. 25): 
This transformation weighs highly the responses at 
the ends of the scale and gives relatively low 
weights to those responses in the center of 
the scale. 
She went on to say that: 
This transformation has the further effect of de­
creasing the correlation between item means and 
variances. It is well-known that with short 
scales, the item means and variances are curvi­
linear ly related. This transformation results 
38 
in a substantially smaller relationship between 
these two statistics. 
The scale values on the one to ninety-nine scale 
were transformed to normal deviates with a 1 being trans­
formed to a -2.33, 50 being transformed to a 0.00, and 
99 being transformed to a 2.33. Transformed scores were 
multiplied by 100, and 500 was added to each score to 
eliminate decimals and negative numbers. As a result 
of these operations, a new scale was created. The 
transformed scale had a low value of 267 in place of 1, 
500 in place of 50, and 733 in place of 39. The descrip­
tors "Not Important", "Somewhat Important" and "Very 
Important" were attached to the scale values of 1, 50 
and 99, respectively, on the first page of the survey 
instrument. The use of these descriptors was intended 
to insure similar interpretations of the scale by all 
respondents. In addition, a sample statement with a 
scale value typed in the space provided for the respon­
dent's evaluation was placed just below the scale on 
page one of the survey instrument to further illustrate 
the proper use of scale values in responding to the 75 
activity statements. 
Selection of Sample 
The investigator determined that to achieve the 
objectives of this study a random sample of all secondary 
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vocational agriculture departments in comprehensive high 
schools in California was required. An alphabetized list 
of all such vocational agriculture departments was ob­
tained. The departments on this list were numbered con­
secutively from 1 to 334. The Statistical Analysis Sys­
tem (SAS) for generating random numbers was used to 
select 100 schools (30% sample) for the survey sample. 
An additional 34 schools were selected to be used for 
substitution purposes. The names of principals and vo­
cational agriculture teachers for the 134 schools thus 
selected were identified and an identification number 
assigned to each person. 
Collection of Data 
A cover letter was designed stating the rationale 
for the study and attached to the survey instrument. 
As a former employee of California Polytechnic State 
University, the investigator was able to secure the co­
operation of the agricultural education department at 
that institution to monitor the collection of data in 
California. 
A copy of the cover letter and survey instrument 
bearing the name of that institution are included in 
Appendix A. 
It was the belief of the investigator that a joint 
effort between that university and Iowa State University 
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would result in the greatest possible response from 
California teachers and their principals. On May 2, 1977, 
the cover letter and instrument were mailed to all one 
hundred thirty-four principals and their vocational 
agriculture teachers. In schools where multi-teacher 
agriculture departments existed, all teachers in the 
department received the survey instrument. 
In June of 1977, returned questionnaires were assem­
bled and bulk shipped from California to the investigator. 
A planned follow-up of non-respondents was cancelled 
because by that date the 1976-1977 school year had ended 
and California schools were adjourned. 
Information presented in Table 1 reveals the number 
and rate of responses received from selected schools. 
Figure 1 illustrates the geographical distribution of 
the sample included in the study. 
In many instances, mere than ens vocational agri­
culture teacher in a multi-teacher department returned 
the survey instrument. Because the design of this study 
required paired comparisons within each school, schools 
from which more than one teacher response was received 
were noted,and one teacher was randomly selected for in­
clusion in the study. 
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Table 1. Number and response rate of sample of Cali­
fornia respondents. 
Questionnaires Questionnaires Response 
received mailed rate 
Pairs Pairs Percentage 
Sample 55 100 55.0 
Substitutes 23 34 67.6 
Total 78^ 134 58.2 
Individuals Individuals 
Principals 95^ 134 71.0 
Teachers 183^ 277 66.1 
Total 278 411 68.0 
^Sample represented 23.4 percent of all programs 
in the state. 
^Sample represented 28.4 percent of all principals 
of vocational agriculture in the state. 
""Sajfiple represented 29.0 percent of the defined 
population of vocational agriculture teachers in the 
state. 
Coding of Data 
Each questionnaire received was reviewed by the 
investigator for completeness and accuracy. Question­
naires with large amounts of missing data were excluded 
from the study. In ten cases where single items were over­
looked by the respondent, the mean scale value of 50 
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Figure 1. Geographic distribution of paired respondents 
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was substituted for the missing data by the investigator. 
In all, only six questionnaires were taken out of the 
sample and not included in the study. One questionnaire 
was discarded because the code number had been removed 
by the respondent making it impossible to pair the response. 
After reviewing each questionnaire and completing 
the pairing process, the data from all questionnaires 
were coded onto 80-column code sheets by the investi­
gator and Duane Davis, graduate assistant. The coded 
data were then key punched onto 80-column International 
Business Machine cards by the Iowa State Computational 
Center. 
Analysis of Data 
Data were analyzed utilizing the following statis­
tical treatments. 
1. Item ratings were transformed through the use 
of a FORTRAN WATFIV (8) program to normal deviates. 
2. Frequency counts and percentages were used to 
analyze certain demographic and background data on the 
participating vocational agriculture teachers, principals 
and schools. 
3. Group means and standard deviations were computed 
for each of the 75 activities, program areas and selected 
background data. 
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4. A two tailed paired t-test for differences be­
tween paired responses was performed on each of the 75 
activities. 
5. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients 
were computed to determine if a relationship existed be­
tween paired responses. 
6. Pooled and separate t-tests were conducted on 
like group means to determine differences between groups. 
7. Analysis of variance was used to detect group 
mean differences by geographical region. A Scheffé 
post hoc test was used to identify the specific source 
of regional differences. 
8. The .05 level of confidence was used as a basis 
for determining significant differences among means. 
45 
FINDINGS 
A major purpose of this study was to determine the 
importance of selected occupational tasks of vocational 
agriculture teachers as perceived by California agricul­
ture teachers and their principals. A summary of the 
responses of these two groups is presented in tabulated 
form on the following pages. Data collected in this study 
are organized and presented under the following headings: 
(1) respondent background information, (2) activity group 
means and standard deviations, (3) twenty most important 
activities, (4) twenty least important activities, 
(5) paired t-test results, and (6) group comparisons by 
geographical region. 
Respondent Background Information 
The data presented in Table 2 summarize the total 
number of vocational agriculture teachers employed by the 
78 schools in this study and the mean number of teachers 
employed per school. It was observed that for each of the 
seventy-eight schools the mean number of vocational agri­
culture teachers employed was 2.29. 
Data in Table 3 summarize the number of vocational 
agriculture teachers employed by each of the schools that 
participated in this study. It was observed only 28.2 
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Table 2. Mean number of agriculture teachers employed 
by responding schools. 
Number of schools 
Total number 
of teachers Mean 
78 179 2.29 
Table 3. Number 
ployed 
of 
by 
vocational 
responding 
agriculture 
schools. 
teachers em-
Number of 
per 
teachers 
school Number of schools 
N Percent 
1 22 28.2 
2 30 38.5 
3 16 20.5 
4 6 7.7 
5 • 1 1.3 
6 1 1.3 
7 2 2.5 
Total 78 100.0 
percent (22) of the schools had one teacher, whereas 71.8 
percent (56) of the schools had more than one teacher. 
It was further observed that fifty-nine percent (46) of 
the schools employed 2 or 3 vocational agriculture teachers. 
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The number of teachers employed in each of the sample 
schools ranged from one to seven. Twelve and eight-
tenths percent of the schools employed four or more vo­
cational agriculture teachers. 
Mean total enrollment in respondents' high schools 
is summarized in Table 4. The mean enrollment for high 
schools in this study was 1436.4. With a standard de­
viation of 740.6 it was observed that 68.4 percent of 
the schools ranged in size from 695.8 to 2,177 students. 
The average teacher tenure as summarized in Table 5 
was 8.64 years with a standard deviation of 7.69. In 
addition, it was observed from data presented in Table 5 
that the tenure of principals was 11.62 with a standard 
deviation of 8.88 years. Standard deviations for these 
group means revealed that 68.4 percent of the teachers 
had taught from one year to 16.33 years and that 68.4 
percent of the principals had from 2.74 years to 20.5 
years of administrative experience. 
The highest level of educational attainment for 
vocational agriculture teachers in this study is sum­
marized in Table 6. It was observed that 47.4 percent 
of the teachers held a Bachelor of Science degree plus 
30 credits. Teachers holding a Master of Science degree 
or above accounted for 48.8 percent of the total sample. 
Only 3.8 percent of the responding teachers held just 
the Bachelor of Science degree. 
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Table 4. Mean total enrollment in respondents' high schools. 
N Mean Standard deviation 
78 1436.4 740.6 
Table 5. Mean years respondents had been involved in 
teaching or administration of vocational 
agriculture program. 
Group Mean Standard deviation 
N=78 
Principal 11.62 8.88 
Teacher 8.64 7.69 
Table 6. Highest educational level attained by vocational 
agricultural teachers. 
XT "Dû a rfo 
Bachelor of Science degree 3 3.8 
Bachelor of Science degree 37 47.4 
plus 30 credits 
Master of Science degree 9 11.4 
Master of Science degree 27 35.0 
plus 30 credits 
Above a Master of Science 2 2.4 
degree or equivalent plus 
30 credits 
Total 78 100.0 
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Data in Table 7 summarize the educational level of 
attainment of the principal group. Only 5 percent of 
the principals held the Bachelor of Science degree plus 
30 credits. it was further observed that the Master of 
Science degree was held by 5 percent of the principals. 
The remaining 90 percent of the principals held a 
Master of Science degree plus 30 credits or above. 
Data presented in Table 8 reveal the mean hours per 
week that vocational agriculture teachers should devote 
to program activities during the school year as perceived 
by each respondent group. The teacher group had a mean 
of 47.56 hours, whereas the principal group had a mean 
of 41.35 hours. The difference between the two group 
means was 6.21 hours. It was further observed that 68.4 
percent of the teacher responses ranged between 36.91 hours 
and 58.21 hours, whereas 68.4 percent of the principal 
responses ranged from 33.83 hours to 48.87 hours per 
week. 
Data in Table 9 summarize the mean hours per week 
the vocational agriculture teacher should devote to pro­
gram activities during the summer months by respondent 
group. The mean for the teacher group was 36.73 hours 
with a standard deviation of 11.47 hours. It was further 
observed that 68.4 percent of teachers responded in a 
range from 25.26 to 48.2 hours per week. The mean res­
ponse for the principal group was 34.40 hours per week. 
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Table 7. Highest educational level attained by principals. 
Level of educational 
attainment N Percentage 
Bachelor of Science degree 
or equivalent 
0 0 
Bachelor of Science degree 
or equivalent plus 30 
credits 
4 5.0 
Master of Science degree 
or equivalent 
4 5.0 
Master of Science degree 
or equivalent plus 30 
credits 
55 71.0 
Above a Master of Science 
degree or equivalent plus 
30 credits 
15 19.0 
Total 78 100.0 
Table S. Mean hours per week the vocational agriculture 
teacher should devote to program activities 
during the school year by respondent group. 
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Teachers (N=78) 47.56 10.65 
Principals (N=78) 41.35 7.52 
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Table 9. Mean hours per week the vocational agriculture 
teacher should devote to program activities 
during the summer months by respondent group. 
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Teachers (N=78) 36.73 11.47 
Principals (N=78) 34.40 9.94 
Sixty-eight and four-tenths of the principals responded 
in a range from 24.46 to 44.34 hours per week. The dif­
ference between the mean responses of the two groups was 
2.33 hours. 
The mean number of supervisory visits each student 
enrolled in vocational agriculture should receive each 
year by respondent group is summarized in Table 10. It 
was observed that the mean response for teachers (5.22) 
when compared to the mean response for principals (4.12) 
was approximately equivalent to one extra visit per 
student per year. 
The frequency and percentage of teacher time the 
vocational agriculture teacher is expected to work with 
students and farmers outside the normal school day by 
respondent group is summarized in Table 11. It was ob­
served that 43.6 percent of the teachers indicated that 
they were expected to work on all the alternative days 
and times listed in the questionnaire. For the principal 
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Table 10. Mean number of supervisory visits each student 
enrolled in vocational agriculture should 
receive each year by respondent group. 
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Teachers (N=78) 5.22 4.03 
Principals (N=78) 4.12 3.56 
respondents, only 21.8 percent indicated the agriculture 
teacher was expected to work on all of the alternative 
days and times indicated. Conversely, 10.2 percent of 
the teachers indicated that they were expected to work 
on none of the alternatives, whereas 20.48 percent of 
the principals indicated that their teachers were ex­
pected to work on none of the alternatives listed. It 
was further observed that of all the alternative days 
and times cited, the greatest area of disagreement be­
tween the two groups centered on the two options, "all 
alternatives" and "none of alternatives". Approximately 
23 percent of the principals expected their teachers to 
work only Saturdays, evenings and mornings, while 17.9 
percent of the teachers felt they should spend Saturdays, 
evenings and mornings devoted to occupational activities. 
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Table 11. Frequency and percentage of teacher time the 
vocational agriculture teacher is expected to 
work with students and farmers outside the 
normal school day by respondent group. 
Groups 
Time Teachers Principals 
Saturdays only. N 8 6 
% 10. 3 7. 7 
Evenings and N 4 14 
mornings only. % 5. 1 17. 94 
Saturdays and N 1 0 
Sundays. % 1. 3 0 
Saturdays and N 1 0 
holidays. % 1. 3 0 
Saturdays, evenings N 14 18 
and mornings. % 17. 9 23. 08 
Sundays, holidays, N 1 0 
evenings and mornings. % 1. 3 0 
All alternatives. N 34 17 
% 43. 6 21. 80 
None of alternatives. N 8 23 
% 10. 2 29. 48 
Saturdays, holidays, N 5 0 
evenings and mornings. % 6. 4 0 
Saturdays, Sundays, N 2 0 
evenings and mornings. % 2. 6 0 
Total N 78 78 
% 100. ,0 100. ,0 
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Activity Group Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Values 
The 75 program activities utilized in this study were 
grouped into seven broad program areas (see "Method and 
Procedure" chapter, page 34)• Group means and standard 
deviations were calculated for each of the individual 
items and for the seven program areas. Summaries of the 
importance the teacher and principal groups placed on the 
seven program areas and each of the 75 items from which 
the program areas were created are presented in this 
section of this dissertation. 
Means, standard deviations and mean rankings by 
program area by respondent group are presented in Table 
12. Group means for each of the seven program areas 
were calculated by summing the scores for each of the 
activities listed under that program area and dividing 
the total by the number of activities and respondents. 
For both groups, the program area labeled "Administration" 
had the highest group mean. For the teacher group, the 
lowest group mean rating was observed for the "Supervision" 
area. The program area of "Public Relations" had the 
lowest group mean rating from principals. It was noted 
that the mean for both groups for the area entitled 
"Instruction" ranked low when compared with the other 
program area group means. 
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, mean rankings, 
and t-values by program area for principals 
and teachers. 
Program area Principals Teachers t-value 
N=78 
1 00 
Curriculum and 
^ b 572.76 583.46 
1 H
 
program development SD 42.33 38.29 
RC 2 2 
Instruction M 519.71 517.44 0. 32 
SD 48.27 41.78 
R 4 6. 
Supervision M 508.77 504.78 0.52 
SD 53.28 45.55 
R 6 7 
Administration M 612.07 609.39 0.36 
SD 49. 84 47.38 
R 1 1 
Evaluation M 563.82 542.88 2.51* 
SD 59.07 54.77 
R 3 4 
Public relations M 480.49 523.55 -3.65** 
SD 89.10 63.91 
R 7 5 
Professional M 516.08 562.70 
—4.01** 
SD 72.75 64.18 
R 5 3 
designates group mean. 
b SD designates standard deviation. 
designates rank of program area mean within group. 
*Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
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Teachers and principals differed significantly 
(at the .05 level) in their group mean ratings of the 
program area "Evaluation", with the principal group 
mean being the higher of the two. Highly significant 
differences between principal and teacher group means 
existed beyond the .01 level for the program area of 
"Public Relations". The teacher group mean was observed 
to be greater in value than the principal group mean. 
It was further observed that for the program area of 
"Professional", a highly significant difference existed 
(beyond the .01 level) between teacher and principal 
group means. The teacher group mean was observed to be 
higher than principal group means. No significant group 
mean differences were found for the other program areas. 
Teacher and principal group means, standard devia­
tions and mean rankings for activities in the curriculum 
and program development area are revealed in Table 13. 
Of the fifteen activities compared, only one activity, the 
establishment and utilization of an advisory committee 
for young and adult farmer programs (as perceived by 
teachers) was observed to be below the scale value of 
500. It was further observed that of the 30 means 
compared, nine activities had mean scores of 600 or above. 
Ranking of the 15 activity means within each res­
pondent group revealed that both teachers and principals 
rated the taking of a two week vacation as the most 
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Table 13. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by curriculum and 
program development activity. 
Activity 
Establish and utilize 
advisory committee for 
total day school program. 
Establish and utilize 
advisory committee for 
young and adult farmer 
programs. 
Keep abreast of current 
agricultural develop­
ments . 
Enroll in inservice 
classes and training 
classes related to 
technical agriculture. 
Enroll in inservice 
classes and training 
in professional 
Continually revise and 
update curriculum. 
Conduct follow-up studies 
of graduates for program 
evaluation. 
Principals Teachers 
N^78 N=78 
566.09 56-4.65 
SD 98.64 80.22 
RC 8 11 
M 506.58 452.49 
SD 107.69 121.05 
R 15 15 
M 644.95 649.29 
SD 69.91 58.92 
R 2 2 
M 566.24 601.73 
SD 79.23 47.94 
R 7 6 
M 524.06 529.51 
SD 84.66 84.21 
R 14 14 
M 628.51 636.56 
SD 60.62 57.67 
R 3 3 
M 547.69 564.22 
SD 80.11 75.04 
R 12 12 
designates group mean. 
^SD designates standard deviation. 
^R designates rank of activity within group. 
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Table 13 continued. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N^78 N=78 
Use portion of summer time M 557.49 591.06 
to clean, reorganize, order SD 87.79 83.15 
supplies, refurbish shop. R 9 7 
Attend school-wide pro- M 590.46 570.76 
gram planning sessions. SD 90.77 69.47 
R 4 10 
Use majority of summer 
time for student super­
vision, farm or business. 
Take two weeks vacation 
or whatever contracted. 
Visit potential agri­
culture students during 
summer months. 
Coordinate high school 
agricultural program 
activities with activ­
ities of other agri­
cultural agencies. 
Maintain open lines of 
communication among high 
school agricultural pro­
gram and post-secondary 
agricultural programs. 
Recruit students into 
vocational agriculture 
program. 
Composite mean score. 
M 555.99 608.21 
SD 82.38 60.90 
R 10 5 
M 658.45 655.26 
SD 96.60 101.51 
R 1 1 
M 531.37 582.21 
SD 93.48 83.26 
R 13 9 
M 555.94 542.13 
SD 66.61 82.88 
R 11 13 
M 575.94 584.29 
SD 81.59 62.16 
R 6 8 
M 581.71 619.53 
SD 82.76 SS.56 
R 5 4 
M 572.76 583.46 
SD 42.33 38.29 
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important activity. Both groups rated keeping abreast 
of current agricultural developments second in importance. 
Continually revising and updating curriculum was third 
in importance by both groups. The establishment and 
utilization of an advisory committee for young and adult 
farmer programs was rated lowest by both groups. It 
was further observed that the composite mean score for 
the teacher group was higher than that of the principal 
group. 
Table 14 presents group means, standard deviations, 
and mean rankings for teachers and principals by in­
structional activity. 
Fourteen activities were used to reflect on the im­
portance of the program area entitled "instruction". 
Three principal group means were observed to be above 
600 whereas six group means were observed to be above 600 
for the teacher group. Ranking of activity zaans within 
respondent groups revealed that teaching of high school 
classes on agricultural subjects had the highest mean 
for both groups. Attending school staff meetings had 
the second highest mean for the principal group, whereas 
preparing students for enrollment in advanced vocational 
training had the second highest mean and attendance at 
school staff meetings had the fourth highest mean for 
the teacher group. 
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by instructional 
activity. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
Teach high school classes M , 
on agricultural subjects. SD 
RC 
Utilize daily preparation M 
period for high school SD 
class instructional R 
preparation. 
Conduct FFA business M 
meetings during school SD 
day. R 
Teach or provide leader- M 
ship for young farmer SD 
program. R 
Teach or provide leader- M 
ship for adult farmer SD 
program. R 
Prepare for young and 
adult farmer programs 
during school day. 
Require students to 
maintain supervised 
experience program. 
Attend school staff 
meetings. 
M 
SD 
R 
M 
SD 
R 
M 
SD 
R 
N=78 
662.44 
73.39 
1 
608.67 
96.20 
3 
466.27 
105.00 
9 
511.43 
120.97 
7 
447.03 
101.41 
10 
422.87 
104.28 
12 
571.67 
92.68 
661.35 
77.02 
2 
N=78 
682.46 
61.43 
1 
607.15 
102.07 
5 
499.35 
105.78 
7 
432.37 
107.89 
10 
425.54 
101.68 
12 
383,17 
102.43 
14 
604.44 
86.07 
610.12 
81.45 
4 
M designates group mean. 
^SD designates standard deviation. 
"R designates rank of activity within group. 
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Table 14 continued. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Teach classes other than M 484. 88 445. 41 
agriculture in school SD 124. 70 119. 33 
when and where needed. R 8 9 
Team teach with other M 445. 32 477. 19 
faculty members. SD 113. 16 102. 67 
R 11 8 
Teach high school classes M 415. 29 427. 95 
during summer months. SD 124. 00 121. 91 
R 13 11 
Teach young and adult M 384. 28 403. 33 
farmer classes during SD 104. 60 105. 40 
summer months. R 14 13 
Prepare students for M 598. 15 636. 12 
enrollment in advanced SD 72. 37 60. 66 
vocational training. R 4 2 
Prepare students for en­ M 596. 33 617. 71 
rollment in community SD 80. 70 64. 25 
college and university R 5 3 
agriculture programs. 
/"x rvN*-> Ç" 4 w,^   ^ Î-Î 519. n 1 C 1 -7 A A 
SD 48. 27 41, ,78 
The lowest ranked activity by principals was the 
teaching of young and adult farmer classes during the 
summer months. The lowest ranked activity in this cate­
gory by teachers was preparing for young and adult farmer 
programs during the school day. 
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Group mean responses to the nineteen activities 
which made up the supervisory program area are presented 
in Table 15. 
Conducting an FFA chapter program had the highest 
mean for both the teacher and principal groups. The 
second highest mean for the principal group was for pre­
paring students for participation in FFA contests. This 
same activity had the seventh highest mean for the teacher 
group. The supervision of student occupational experience 
programs had the second highest mean ranking for the 
teacher group. It was further observed that the ten 
highest ranked activities by principals were the same 
as the ten highest ranked activities by teachers, except 
for slight differences in the ranking of certain activ­
ities. 
The lowest ranked activity by both groups was to 
serve as a substitute bus driver. In the main, both 
groups responded similarly on all 19 activities in this 
category. 
Means, standard deviations and mean rankings are 
presented in Table 16 for the 14 administrative activi­
ties. The three activities with the highest group mean 
for the principal group were: (1) maintaining a facility 
conducive to learning, (2) developing good working re­
lations with administrators, faculty and staff, and 
(3) having the classroom and shop in compliance with 
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Table 15. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by supervisory 
activity. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
Conduct FFA chapter 640.50 679.60 
program. SD 87.52 72.21 
RC 1 1 
Make supervised exper- M 534.69 578.51 
ience visits during SD 106.95 104.52 
school day. R 9 8 
Make young farmer visits. M 455.94 407.45 
SD 118.01 118.71 
R 12 14 
Make adult farmer visits. M 409.15 437.87 
SD 105.74 116.14 
R 17 11 
Supervise lunchroom, M 437.24 370.51 
hall, study hall, etc. SD 133.42 106.77 
R 15 18 
Prepare students for M 614.10 591.26 
participation in FFA SD 89.51 88.20 
contests. R 2 7 
Prepare students for M 601.56 619.71 
participation in county SD 87.24 73.96 
fair. R 4 5 
Prepare students for M 515.69 453.46 
participation in state SD 131.12 129.91 
fair. R 10 10 
designates group mean. 
^SD designates standard deviation. 
^R designates rank of activity within group. 
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Table 15 continued. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Prepare students for 
participation in live­
stock and crops shows. 
Supervise FFA chapter 
banquet. 
M 
SD 
R 
M 
SD 
R 
580.67 
96.74 
8 
589.95 
98.92 
6 
569.90 
95.23 
9 
641.67 
85.05 
4 
Prepare students to M 
participate in FFA SD 
leadership development R 
programs, BOAC, awards 
programs, state and 
national conventions, etc. 
Counsel students individ- M 
ually on career and other SD 
personal matters. R 
Take tickets at athletic M 
or other school sponsored SD 
events. R 
582.55 
95.30 
7 
603.41 
74.02 
3 
432.19 
107.62 
16 
601.81 
80.05 
6 
643.62 
70.58 
3 
381.53 
108.73 
16 
Serve as class advisor 
or SDonsor. 
M 
SD 
R 
442.65 
120.12 
J.4 
380.28 
108.89 
X / 
Supervise after school M 
activities such as dances, SD 
senior parties, etc. R 
Supervise a young farmer 
association. 
M 
SD 
R 
466.47 
119.92 
11 
446.64 
132.15 
13 
398.82 
112.90 
15 
416.58 
110.94 
^ -5 
Supervise an FFA alumni 
association. 
M 
SD 
R 
400.29 
106.50 
18 
419.38 
107.56 
12 
Serve as substitute bus 
driver if free at time . 
M 
SD 
R 
317.58 
71.27 
19 
335.01 
85.25 
19 
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Table 15 continued. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Supervise student's exper­ M 595.33 663.88 
ience program when student SD 91.66 75.77 
is most in need of help R 5 2 
and/or is most open to 
learning. 
Composite mean score. M 508.77 504.78 
SD 53.28 45.55 
OSHA regulations. The activities with the three highest 
means for the teacher group were: (1) developing good 
working relations with administrators, faculty and staff, 
(2) maintaining a facility conducive to learning, and 
(3) planning and managing agricultural department budgets. 
It was observed that principal group means were above 
600 for 10 of the 14 activities in this category. Teacher 
group means were above 600 for seven of the 14 activities. 
The activity with the lowest mean score (466.31) was 
organizing and coordinating a cooperative work experience 
program. In this program area, mean scores for all other 
activities as expressed by both groups were above 550. 
The data in Table 17 reveal means, standard deviations 
and mean rankings for program evaluation activities. 
Making program changes as a result of evaluation was held 
to be the most important activity by both respondent 
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Table 16. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by administrative 
activity. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Organize and coordinate 466. 31 551. 37 
cooperative work exper­ SD 124. 48 99. 87 
ience program. RC 14 14 
Complete local school M 600. 79 570. 64 
district reports and SD 93. 47 90. 05 
records. R 10 13 
Complete state reports. M 578. 56 576. 83 
SD 116. 55 86. 69 
R 11 12 
Plan and manage the agri­ M 647. 40 648. 53 
culture department bud­ SD 78. 93 71. 60 
get. R 5 3 
Bill students for M 566. 99 589. 23 
material consumed. SD 128. 38 103. 60 
R 12 11 
Develop good working 
relations with administra-
Maintain facility con­
ducive to learning. 
M 662.40 681.72 
SD 81.59 59.S5 
R 2 1 
M 683.71 681.46 
SD 55.14 56.74 
R 1 2 
Maintain accurate in­
ventory of departmental 
supplies, tools and equip-
M 649.50 608.05 
SD 69.85 75.35 
R 4 6 
designates group mean. 
^SD designates standard deviation. 
^R designates rank of activity within group. 
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Table 16 continued. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
Maintain appropriate 
filing systems. 
Participate in school 
open house and/or 
parent-teacher 
conferences. 
M 
SD 
R 
M 
SD 
R 
N=78 
602.09 
81.94 
9 
645.32 
75.52 
6 
N=78 
600.09 
56.12 
7 
616.97 
74.40 
5 
Have classroom and M 
shop facilities in SD 
compliance with OSHA R 
regulations. 
Keep abreast of all OSHA M 
regulations which would SD 
affect agriculture pro- R 
gram and students. 
Provide input from com- M 
munity to administrators. SD 
R 
Maintain school or chapter M 
land laboratory or farm. SD 
661.04 
87.86 
3 
635.96 
95.42 
7 
609.44 
77.70 
8 
559.50 
126.19 
1 
623.60 
87.42 
4 
598.88 
94.04 
8 
590.29 
83.00 
10 
593.79 
115.22 
Composite mean score. M 
SD 
612.07 
49.84 
609.39 
47.38 
groups. Participating on evaluation teams for program 
evaluation in other schools was perceived to be of least 
importance by both groups. 
Means, standard deviations and mean rankings for 
public relations activities are revealed in Table 18. 
The four activities in this area were ranked identically 
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Table 17. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by evaluation 
activity. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Participate on evaluation 
^ b 522. 82 488. 56 teams for program evalua­ SD 87. 86 86. 25 
tion in other schools. RC 5 5 
Seek university staff help M 526. 84 509. 54 
on program evaluation. SD 85. 93 87. 15 
R 4 4 
Seek administrative evalu­ M 581. 63 551. 15 
ative comments on program SD 76. 44 83. 04 
direction. R 2 3 
Seek state supervisor's M 569. 15 557. 58 
evaluative comments on SD 64. 06 61. 47 
program direction. R 3 2 
Make necessary program M 618. 68 607. 56 
changes as result of SD 70. 42 77. 95 
evaluation. R 1 1 
Composite mean score. M 563. 82 542. 88 
SD 59. 07 54. 78 
^Mean designates group mean. 
SD designates standard deviation. 
designates rank of activity within group. 
by both respondent groups. Teachers had higher mean 
importance scores for each activity than did principals. 
Publishing articles in the local newspaper was perceived 
to be most important, whereas participating in business-
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Table 18. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by public 
relations activity. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=7 8 N=78 
Publish articles regu­ 497. 87 593. 68 
larly in local paper. SD 114. 54 79. 71 
RC 1 1 
Participate in local M 487. 50 513. 06 
civic groups. SD 97. 53 96. 20 
R 2 2 
Participate in local M 454. 72 474. 67 
businessmen's morning SD 100. 28 101. 11 
break and rap sessions R 4 4 
whenever possible. 
Prepare students to pre­ M 481. 86 512. 80 
sent radio and television SD 103. 74 83. 21 
broadcasts on agriculture R 3 3 
and FFA activities. 
Composite mean score. M 480. ,49 523, .55 
SD 89. ,10 63. 91 
designates group mean. 
^SD designates standard deviation. 
designates rank of activity within group. 
men's rap sessions was perceived to be of least importance. 
Data in Table 19 reveal means, standard deviations 
and mean rankings for professional activities. Attendance 
at sectional, regional and state called meetings was per­
ceived to be most important among activities in this pro­
gram area by both teachers and principals. Participation 
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Table 19. Means, standard deviations and mean rankings 
for teachers and principals by professional 
activities. 
Activity Principals Teachers 
N=78 N=78 
Attend sectional, regional M^b 550. 78 618. 65 
and state called meetings. SD 84. 80 80. 06 
RC 1 1 
Participate in CATA, M 535. 49 604. 78 
NVATA, and AVA. SD 89. 49 91. 20 
R 2 2 
Participate in local edu­ M 467. 62 518. 51 
cation association, CTA SD 113. 14 99. 08 
and NEA. R 4 3 
Attend general education M 510. 44 508. 85 
professional meetings. SD 95. 62 87. 20 
R 3 4 
Composite mean score. M 516. 08 562. 70 
SD 72. 75 64. 18 
designates group mean. 
designates standard deviation. 
designates rank of activity within group. 
in CATA, NVATA and AVA was observed to be second in im­
portance by both groups. Of the four activities in this 
category, three were perceived to be more important by 
teachers than by principals. 
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Twenty Most Important and Least Important Activities 
Means for each of the 75 activities were ordered 
(ranked) from high to low for each respondent group. 
Tables 20 through 23 list the twenty most important and 
twenty least important activities as perceived by teachers 
and principals based on the ranking of means. 
Tables 20 and 21 reveal the 20 most important activ­
ities identified by principals and teachers. 
It was observed that five activities appeared among 
the ten top activities of both lists. These activities 
were to: (1) maintain a facility which is conducive to 
learning, (2) teach high school classes on agricultural 
subjects, (3) develop good working relationships with ad­
ministration, faculty and staff, (4) take two weeks summer 
vacation or whatever is contracted, and (5) keep abreast 
of current agricultural developments. Activities listed 
by teachers as being among the ten most important, but not 
listed by principals included: (1) conducting an FFA 
chapter program, (2) supervising the students' experience 
programs, (3) planning and managing the agriculture depart­
ment budget, (4) counseling students on career and other 
personal matters and (5) supervising an FFA chapter banquet. 
Activities observed to be among the ten most important 
as perceived by principals, but not so identified by 
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teachers were: (1) attending school staff meetings, 
(2) having classroom and shop facilities in compliance 
with OSHA regulations, (3) maintaining an accurate in­
ventory of departmental supplies, tools, etc., (4) com­
pleting state reports and (5) participating in school 
open house and/or parent teacher conferences. 
Of the remaining ten activities listed, only one 
activity was observed to appear on both teacher and prin­
cipal lists. That activity was the continual revising 
and updating of curriculum. Activities contained in the 
twenty most important activities as perceived by principals, 
but not found on the vocational agriculture teachers' list 
included the following: (1) completing state reports, 
(2) keeping abreast of all OSHA regulations which affect 
the agriculture program and students, (3) making necessary 
program changes as a result of evaluation, (4) preparing 
students for participation in FFA contests, (5) providing 
input from the community to administrators, (6) utilizing 
the daily preparation period for high school instructional 
preparation, (7) preparing students for participation in 
t-Tia •Fa-ir- an/i ( Q'\ ma-i •n+'a-i n i nrr ann-y/^T-kY-i a+-ci •Filinrr 
systems. 
Of the twenty most important activities as perceived 
by teachers, eight did not appear on the principal list. 
They were: (1) supervising the students' experience 
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Table 20. Twenty most important activities as perceived 
by principals. 
Activity 
Program 
Area Mean 
1. Maintain facility 
which is conducive 
to learning. 
2. Teach high school 
classes on agricul­
tural subjects. 
3. Develop good working 
relations with the 
administrators, fac­
ulty, and staff. 
4. Attend school staff 
meetings. 
5. Have classroom and 
shop facilities in 
compliance with 
OSHA regulations. 
6. Take two weeks sum­
mer vacation or 
whatever contracted. 
7. Maintain an accurate 
inventory of depart­
mental supplies, 
tools and equipment. 
8. Complete state 
reports. 
9. Participate in school 
open house and/or 
parent-teacher con­
ferences . 
10. Keep abreast of cur­
rent agricultural 
developments. 
Administration 
Instruction 
Administration 
Instruction 
Administration 
Program Development 
Administration 
Administration 
Administration 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 
N=78 
683.71 
662.44 
662.40 
661.35 
661.04 
658.45 
659.50 
647.40 
645.32 
644.95 
Table 20 continued. 
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Activity 
Program 
Area Mean 
N=78 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
16. 
Conduct an FFA chap­
ter program. Supervision 
Keep abreast of all 
OSHA regulations 
which would affect 
agriculture program 
and students. 
Continually revise 
and update curricu­
lum. 
Administration 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 
Make necessary pro­
gram changes as a re­
sult of evaluation. Evaluation 
15. Prepare students for 
participation in 
FFA contests. 
Provide input from 
community to admin­
istrators. 
Supervision 
Administration 
640.50 
635.96 
628.51 
618.68 
614 .10 
609.44 
17. 
18. 
19. 
Utilize daily prep­
aration period for 
high school class 
instructional prep­
aration. 
Prepare students for 
participation in 
county fair. 
Counsel students in­
dividually on career 
and personal inter­
ests. 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Supervision 
:o. Maintain appropri­
ate filing systems. Administration 
608.16 
608.16 
603.41 
602.09 
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Table 21. Twenty most important activities as perceived 
by vocational agriculture teachers. 
Activity 
Program 
Area i'lean 
1. Teach high school 
classes on agri­
cultural subjects. 
2. Develop good working 
relations with admin­
istrators, faculty, 
and staff. 
3. Maintain facility 
conducive to learning. 
4. Conduct FFA chapter 
program. 
5. Supervise student's 
experience program 
when student most in 
need of help and/or 
most open to learning, 
6. Take two weeks summer 
vacation or whatever 
contracted. 
7. Keep abreast of cur­
rent agricultural 
developments. 
8. Plan and manage agri­
culture department 
budget. 
9. Counsel students in­
dividually on career 
and personal matters. 
10. Supervise FFA chap­
ter banquet. 
Instruction 
Administration 
Administration 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Administration 
Supervision 
Supervision 
N=78 
682.46 
681.82 
681.46 
679.60 
663.88 
^ v.* 
Program Development 655.26 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 649.29 
648.53 
643.62 
641.67 
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Table 21 continued. 
Program 
Activity Area Mean 
11. Continually revise 
and update curricu­
lum. 
12. 
13. Have classroom and 
shop facilities in 
compliance with OSHA 
regulations. 
14. Prepare students for 
participation in the 
county fair. 
15. Recruit students into 
vocational agricul­
ture program. 
16. Attend sectional, re­
gional, and state 
called meetings. 
17. 
18. 
19. Attend school staff 
meetings. 
20. Use majority summer 
time for student 
supervision, farm/ 
business. 
N=78 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 636.56 
636.12 
Administration 623.60 
Supervision 619.71 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 619.53 
Professional 618.65 
617.71 
616.97 
Instruction 610.12 
Curriculum and 
Program Development 608.21 
Prepare students for 
enrollment in advanced 
vocational training. Instruction 
Prepare students for 
aVI 1 1 +- "5 r> /i<->TYiTni•*— 
ity college and univer­
sity agriculture pro­
grams . Instruction 
Participate in school 
open house and/or 
parent-teacher confer­
ences. Administration 
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programs when the student is most in need of help, 
(2) planning and managing an agricultural department 
budget, (3) supervising an FFA chapter banquet, (4) pre­
paring students for enrollment in advanced vocational 
training, (5) recruiting students into the vocational 
agriculture program, (6) attending sectional, regional 
and state called meetings, (7) preparing students for 
enrollment in community college and university agri­
culture programs and (8) using the majority of summer 
time for student supervision. 
A further review of the twenty most important activ­
ities based on program areas revealed the following data. 
The principal list contained nine activities which dealt 
with administration, four activities which dealt with 
supervision, three activities which dealt with curricu­
lum and program development, three activities which dealt 
with instruction, and one activity which dealt v;ith 
program evaluation. 
The teacher list contained five activities which were 
administrative in nature, five activities which were 
curriculum and program development in nature, five activ­
ities which were supervisory in nature, four activities 
which were instructional in nature, and one activity which 
was professional improvement in nature. 
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Data in Tables 22 and 23 reveal the 20 least im­
portant activities as perceived by principals and teachers. 
It was observed that 16 activities appeared on both lists. 
Those activities which appeared on the principal group 
list that did not appear on the teacher group list in­
cluded: (1) conducting FFA meetings during the school day, 
(2) organizing and coordinating cooperative work experience 
programs, (3) participating in the local education associ­
ation, CTA and NEA, and (4) preparing students to present 
radio and television programs on agricultural or FFA 
activities. 
Four activities which appeared on the teacher list 
of least important activities, but not on the principal 
list included: (1) teaching or providing leadership for 
a young farmer program, (2) establishing and utilizing 
an advisory committee for young and adult farmer programs, 
(3) preparing students for participation in the state 
fair, and (4) participating on evaluation teams for pro­
gram evaluation in other schools. 
For the principal group, it was observed that nine 
of the least important activities were supervisory in 
nature, seven were instructional in nature, two were public 
relation in nature, one was professional in nature and one 
was administrative in nature. 
For the teacher group, it was observed that ten of 
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Table 22. Twenty least important activities as perceived 
by principals. 
Activity 
Program 
Area Mean 
1. Serve as substitute bus 
driver if free at time. 
2. Teach young and adult 
farmer classes during 
summer months. 
3. Supervise FFA alumni 
chapter. 
4. Make adult farmer visits. 
5. Teach high school classes 
during summer months. 
6. Prepare for young and 
adult farmer programs 
during the school day. 
7. Take tickets at athletic 
or other school sponsored 
events. 
S. Supervise lunchroom, 
hall, study hall, etc. 
9. Serve as class advisor 
or sponsor. 
10. Team teach with other 
faculty members, 
11. Supervise a young 
farmer association. 
12. Teach or provide leader­
ship for adult farmer 
program. 
13. Participate in local bus­
inessmen's morning break 
and rap sessions. 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Instruction 
N=78 
317.58 
384.28 
400.29 
409.15 
415.30 
422.87 
432.19 
437.24 
442.55 
445.32 
446.64 
447.02 
Public Relations 454.72 
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Table 22 continued. 
Program 
Activity Area Mean 
N=78 
14. Make young fanner visits. Supervision 455.94 
15. Conduct FFA business 
meetings during school 
day. Instruction 466.27 
16. Organize and coordinate 
cooperative work exper­
ience program. 
17. Supervise after school 
activities such as 
dances, senior parties, 
etc. 
18. Participate in local 
education association, 
CTA and NBA. 
Administration 466.31 
Supervision 466.47 
Professional 467.62 
19. Prepare students to pre­
sent radio and televi­
sion broadcasts on agri­
culture and FFA activi­
ties . 
20. Teach classes other than 
agriculture in school 
when and where needed. 
Public Relations 481.86 
Instruction 484.88 
the least important activities were supervisory in nature, 
seven were instructional in nature, one dealt with curricu­
lum and program development, one dealt with evaluation, and 
one dealt with public relations activity. 
In the main, the low rated activities in the areas 
of instruction and supervision were observed to be associated 
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Table 23. Twenty least important activities as perceived 
by teachers. 
Activity 
Program 
Area Mean 
1. Serve as a substitute 
bus driver if free at 
time. 
2. Supervise lunchroom, hall, 
study hall, etc. 
3. Serve as class advisor 
or sponsor. 
4. Take tickets at athletic 
or other school sponsored 
events. 
5. Prepare for young and 
adult farmer programs 
during the day. 
6. Supervise after school 
activities such as dances, 
senior parties, etc. 
7. Teach young and adult 
farmer classes during 
the summer months. 
8. Make young farmer visits. 
9. Supervise young farmer 
association. 
10. Supervise FFA alumni 
association. 
11. Teach or provide leader­
ship for adult farmer 
program. 
12. Teach high school classes 
during summer months. 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Supervision 
Instruction 
Instruction 
N=78 
335.01 
370.51 
380.28 
381.53 
383.17 
398.82 
403.33 
407.45 
416.58 
419.38 
425.54 
427.95 
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Table 23 continued. 
Program 
Activity Area Mean 
N=78 
13. Teach or provide leader­
ship for a young farmer 
program. Instruction 432, .37 
14. Make adult farmer visits. Supervision 437, .87 
15. Teach classes other 
than agriculture in school 
when and where needed. Instruction 445 .41 
16. Establish and utilize 
advisory committee for 
young and adult farmer 
programs. 
Curriculum and 
Program 
Development 452 .49 
17. Prepare students for 
participation in state 
fair. Supervision 453 .46 
18. Participate in local 
businessmen's morning 
break and rap sessions 
whenever possible. 
Public 
Relations 474 . 66 
19. Team teach with other 
faculty members. Instruction 477 . 19 
20. Participate on evalua­
tion teams for program 
evaluation in other 
schools. Evaluation 488 .56 
with young and adult farmer programs and the FFA alumni 
association. Other activities in these two areas not 
associated with young and adult farmer programs, but which 
received low ratings by both teachers and principals were: 
(1) serving as a substitute bus driver, (2) serving as a 
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class advisor, (3) taking tickets at school events, 
(4) teaching classes other than agriculture, and (5) super­
vising after school activities such as dances, parties, etc. 
Paired t-Test Comparisons 
Vocational agriculture departments in California 
were randomly selected for participation in this study. 
The principal and his vocational agriculture teacher were 
then asked to respond to the survey instrument. Where 
multiple responses were received from multiple teacher 
departments, one teacher response was randomly selected 
and paired with the principal for that school. Inasmuch 
as the principals were paired with their vocational agri­
culture teachers, the paired t-test with its correspond­
ing correlation comparisons was selected to test for sig­
nificant differences between teacher and principal mean 
score responses. The correlation value and its degree 
of significance suggested whether or not the pairing was 
effective. For all paired mean differences and t-values, 
a negative mean difference and a negative t-value indi­
cated that the principal score was lower than the teacher 
mean score. Conversely, a positive mean difference and 
t-value indicated that the principal mean score was higher 
than the teacher mean score. Positive correlation co­
efficients indicated that the principal and teacher scores 
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increased or decreased in value together. A negative 
correlation coefficient suggested that principals and 
teachers tended to respond in opposite directions of 
each other or that the effect of schools on pairs re­
sponding was negative. A nonsignificant correlation 
coefficient meant that the relationship between values 
given by principals and their teachers were not asso­
ciating in a distinct manner with each other or that 
the effect of schools was negligible. 
Data in Table 24 summarize principal and teacher 
mean differences, t-values and correlation coefficients 
by curriculum and program development activity. Highly 
significant differences (at the .01 level) between mean 
scores were observed for (1) establishing and utilizing 
an advisory committee for young and adult farmer programs, 
(2) enrolling in inservice classes in technical agriculture, 
(3) using the majority of summer time for student super­
vision, and (4) visiting potential agriculture students 
during the summer months. For the four activities where 
highly significant differences were observed, principals 
had higher mean scores for the first activity and teach­
ers had higher mean scores for the last three activities. 
Two significant mean differences were observed (at the 
.05 level) for; (1) using a portion of the suiraner to 
clean and reorganize the shop and (2) recruiting students 
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Table 24. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and correla­
tion coefficients by curriculum and program 
development activity. 
Activity Difference t-value 
__ 
Establish and utilize advi­
sory committee for total 
day school program. 1.44 0.10 .44 ++ 
Establish and utilize advi­
sory committee for young 
and adult farmer programs. 54.09 2.99** .02 
Keep abreast of current 
agricultural developments. -4.35 -0.46 .17 
Enroll in inservice classes 
and training classes related 
to technical agriculture. -35.49 -3.53** .09 
Enroll in inservice classes 
and training classes in pro­
fessional education. -5.45 -0.41 .02 
Continually revise and update 
curriculum. -8.05 -0.86 .03 
Conduct follow-up studies of 
graduates for program 
evaluation. -16.53 -1.38 .07 
Use portion of summer time 
to clean, reorganize, order 
supplies and refurbish shop. -33.58 -2.51* .04 
Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
^^Table value at the .01 level with 76 degrees of 
freedom was .289. 
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Table 24 continued. 
Activity 
Mean 
Difference t-value r 
Attend school-wide pro­
gram planning sessions. 
N=78 
19.71 1. 50 -.03 
Use majority of summer time 
for student supervision, 
farm business. -52.22 -4. 97** .18 
Take two weeks vacation or 
whatever contracted. 3.19 0. 19 -.10 
Visit potential agriculture 
students during summer months . -50.83 -4. 01** .20 
Coordinate high school agri­
cultural program activities 
with activities of other 
agricultural agencies. 13.81 1. 15 -.002 
Maintain open lines of 
communication among high 
school agricultural program 
and post-secondary agricul­
tural programs. 
-8.36 -0. 73 .03 
Recruit students into the 
vocational agriculture 
program. -37.82 -2. ,64* -.09 
into the vocational agriculture program. In both cases, 
teacher mean scores were higher than principal mean scores. 
One highly significant (at the -01 level) correlation 
coefficient was observed in the curriculum and program 
development area. It was observed for establishing and 
utilizing an advisory committee for the total day school 
program. 
87 
Mean differences, paired t-values and correlation 
coefficients for activities in the program area entitled 
"Instruction" are summarized in Table 25. Highly signif­
icant differences (at the .01 level) between mean scores 
were observed for the following activities: (1) teaching 
and providing leadership for young farmer programs, (2) at­
tending school staff meetings and (3) preparing students 
for enrollment in advanced vocational training. For the 
first two activities, principal group means were higher 
than teacher group means. For the third activity identi­
fied above, the teacher mean score was higher than the 
principal mean scores. Teacher mean scores were higher 
than principal mean scores (significant at the .05 level) 
for conducting FFA meetings during the school day and 
requiring students to maintain a supervised occupational 
experience program. No significant correlation coeffi­
cients were observed for activities in this program area. 
Data in Table 26 reveal paired mean differences, 
t-values and correlation coefficients for supervisory 
activities. Four activities had highly significant 
positive t-values. They were; (1) supervising lunchroom, 
halls, etc., (2) preparing students for participation in 
the state fair, (3) taking tickets at high school ath­
letic activities and (4) serving as a class advisor or 
sponsor. Four activities had highly significant negative 
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Table 25. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and cor­
relation coefficients by instructional activity. 
Activity 
mean 
Difference t-value 
N=78 
Teach high school classes 
on agricultural subjects. -20.03 -1.74 -.13 
Utilize daily preparation 
period for high school class 
instructional preparation. 1.51 0.11 .18 
Conduct FFA business meetings 
during the school day. -33.08 -2.07* .10 
Teach or provide leadership 
for a young farmer program. 79.05 4.25** .03 
Teach or provide leadership 
for adult farmer program. 29.55 1.67 -.20 
Prepare for young and adult 
farmer programs during 
school day. 39.71 
Require students to maintain 
supervised experience program. -32.77 
Attend school staff meetings. 51.23 
Teach classes other than 
agriculture in school when 
and where needed. 39.47 1.98 -.04 
Team teach with other faculty 
members. -31.87 -1.86 .02 
2.25* -.14 
•2.48* .15 
4.01** -.01 
*Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Tabie value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
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Table 25 continued. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
N=78 
Teach high school classes 
during summer months. -12.64 -0.67 .09 
Teach young and adult farmer 
classes during summer months. -19.05 -1.21 .12 
Prepare students for enroll­
ment in advanced vocational 
training. 
—37.96 —3.40** —.09 
Prepare students for enroll­
ment in community college and 
university agriculture 
programs. -21.37 -1.84 .01 
t-values. They were: (1) conducting an FFA chapter program, 
(2) supervising an FFA banquet, (3) counseling students on 
career or personal matters and (4) supervising student 
experience programs. 
A significant positive t-value was observed (at the 
.05 level) for making young farmer visits. A significant 
negative t-value was observed for making supervised ex­
perience visits during the regular school day. 
Significant positive correlation coefficients were 
observed for preparing students for participation in FFA 
contests (.25) and for taking tickets at athletic or 
other school events (.24). A highly significant positive 
correlation coefficient (.31) was observed for supervising 
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Table 26. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and cor­
relation coefficients by supervisory activity. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
N=78 
Conduct FFA chapter program. -39.10 -3.33** .17 
Make supervised experience 
visits during school day. -43.82 -2.55* -.03 
Make young farmer visits. 48.49 2.39* -.15 
Make adult farmer visits. -28.72 -1.67 .06 
Supervise lunchroom, hall, 
study hall, etc. 66.73 3.60** .09 
Prepare students for partie- + 
ipation in FFA contests. 22.85 1.86 .25 
Prepare students for partic­
ipation in county fair. -18.14 -1.56 .20 
Prepare students for partic­
ipation in state fair. 62.23 2.92** -.04 
Prepare students for partic­
ipation in livestock and 
crops show. 10.77 0.74 .11 
Supervise FFA chapter banquet. -51.72 -4.21** .31^^ 
*Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
"^Table value at the .05 level with 76 degrees of 
freedom was .222. 
^^T^ble value at the .01 level with 76 degrees of 
freedom was .289. 
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Table 26 continued. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
Prepare students to partic­
ipate in FFA leadership 
development programs, BOAC, 
awards programs, state and 
national conventions, etc. -19.26 -1.54 .22 
Counsel students individ­
ually on career and other 
personal matters. -40.21 -3.40** -.04 
Take tickets at athletic 
or other school sponsored 
events. 50.57 3.34** .24 
Serve as class advisor or 
sponsor. 62.37 3.55** .08 
Supervise after school 
activities such as dances, 
senior parties, etc. 61.65 3.60** -.02 
Supervise young farmer 
association. 30.06 1.55 .01 
Supervise FFA alumni 
+ 
— X . J.O 
Serve as substitute bus 
driver if free at time. -17.44 -1.45 .09 
Supervise student's 
experience program when 
student is most in need 
of help and/or is most 
open to learning. -68.55 -4.83** -.11 
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an FFA chapter banquet. This highly significant correla­
tion coefficient along with the highly significant nega­
tive t-value indicated that although teachers and prin­
cipals differed on the importance of this activity, their 
response scores increased or decreased in value together. 
Paired mean differences, t-values and correlation 
coefficients for administrative activities are presented 
in Table 27. Of the 14 activities which made up this 
program area, a total of seven significant or highly 
significant t-values were observed. Three highly signif­
icant positive t-values were noted. They were for the 
following activities: (1) to maintain an accurate in­
ventory of departmental supplies, tools, etc., (2) to 
participate in school open house and/or parent teacher 
conferences and (3) to have the classroom and shop facili 
ties in compliance with OSHA regulations. A highly sig­
nificant negative t-value was observed for the activity 
of organizing and coordinating a cooperative work exper­
ience program. Significant positive t-values were obsers 
for completing local school district reports and keeping 
abreast of OSHA regulations that affect agriculture pro­
grams and students. One significant negative t-value 
was observed in the area of administration. Maintaining 
a school or chapter land laboratory or farm received a 
t-value of -2.37 (significant at the .05 level) and a 
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Table 27. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and corre­
lation coefficients by administrative activity. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
___ 
Organize and coordinate a 
cooperative work experience 
program. -85.06 -4.42** -.14 
Complete local school 
district reports and records. 30.15 2.08* .03 
Complete state reports. 1.73 0.11 .02 
Plan and manage the agri­
culture department budget. -1.13 -0.09 -.02 
Bill students for materials 
consumed. -22.24 -1.20 .02 
Develop good working relations 
with administrators, faculty 
and staff. -19.32 -1.73 .05 
Maintain facility which is 
conducive to learning. 2.24 0.25 -.04 
Maintain accurate inventory of 
departmental supplies, tools, 
and equipment. 41.45 3.59** .01 
Maintain appropriate filing 
systems. 2.00 0.17 .03 
*Tabie value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
Table 27 continued. 
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Activity 
Participate in school open 
house and/or parent-teacher 
conferences. 
Have the classroom and shop 
facilities in compliance 
with OSHA regulations. 
Keep abreast of all OSHA 
regulations which would 
affect agriculture program 
and students. 
Provide input from community 
to administrators. 
Maintain a school or chapter 
land laboratory or farm. 
Mean 
Difference t-value r 
îFTs 
28.35 2.71** .24^ 
37.44 2.91** .16 
37.08 2.65* .15 
19.14 1.72 .25+ 
-34.29 -2.37* .44++ 
+Table value at the .05 level with 76 degrees of 
freedom was .222. 
++Table value at the .01 level with 76 degrees of 
freedom was .289. 
correlation coefficient of .44 (significant beyond the 
.01 level). Significant positive correlation coefficients 
were observed for participating in open house or parent 
conferences and for providing input from the community to 
the administration. 
Data presented in Table 28 summarize the paired mean 
differences, t-values and correlation coefficients for 
evaluative activities. A highly significant positive 
t-value was observed for seeking administrative evaluative 
95 
Table 28. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and cor­
relation coefficients by evaluation activity. 
Activity 
Mean 
Difference t--value r 
N=78 
Participate on evaluation 
teams for program evaluation 
in other schools. 34.26 2 .49* .03 
Seek university staff help 
on program evaluation. 17.30 1 .27 .03 
Seek administrative evaluative 
comments on program direction. 30.47 2 .68** .21 
Seek state supervisor's eval­
uative comments on program 
direction. 11.58 1 .19 .06 
Make necessary program changes 
as a result of evaluation. 11.12 0 .99 .10 
*Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
comments on program direction. A significant positive 
t-value was observed for participating on evaluation 
teams for program evaluation in other schools. No sig­
nificant correlation coefficients were observed for ac­
tivities in this program area. All mean differences in 
this category were positive, indicating that principal 
mean ratings were higher than teacher mean ratings for 
each activity. 
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Comparisons of principal and teacher public relations 
activity group mean scores are presented in Table 29. 
Four activities made up this program area. All four of 
these activities received negative t-values indicating 
that teacher mean response values were higher than prin­
cipal mean response values for each item. Of all 75 
activities, no activity received a higher t-value, posi­
tive or negative, than the activity of publishing articles 
regularly in the local paper. This activity had a mean 
difference of -95.81 and a t-value of -6.31. The mean 
difference for this activity was greatest for all 75 
activities studied. A significant t-value of -2.25 was 
observed for the activity of preparing students to present 
radio and television broadcasts on agriculture and FFA 
activities. There were no significant correlation co­
efficients for activities in this program area. 
Data in Table 30 summarize paired mean differences, 
t-values and correlation coefficients for professional 
activities. Of the four activities which made up this 
program area, three had highly significant negative t-values. 
They were: (1) attending sectional, regional and state 
called meetings,(2) participating in CATA, NVATA and AVA, 
and (3) participating in the local education association, 
CTA and NEA. None of the correlation coefficients for 
activities in this program area were significant. Negative 
97 
Table 29. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and cor­
relation coefficients by public relations 
activity. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
N =78 
Publish articles regularly 
in local paper. -95. 81 — 6 .31** . 08 
Participate in local civic 
groups. -25. 56 -1 .72 .08 
Participate in local business­
men's morning break and rap 
sessions whenever possible. -19. 95 -1 .30 .09 
Prepare students to present 
radio and television broad­
casts on agriculture and 
FFA activities. 
-30. 94 -2 .25* .17 
*Table value at the .05 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.00. 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
mean differences and t-values for three of the four ac­
tivities in this area suggested that principals tended 
to rate items in this category lower than did teachers. 
Group Comparisons by Geographical Regions 
One of the objectives of this study was to compare 
teacher and principal group mean responses by geographical 
region within the state of California. Teacher and prin­
cipal respondents were grouped by their respective geo-
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Table 30. Principal and vocational agriculture teacher 
paired mean differences, t-values and cor­
relation coefficients by professional activities. 
Mean 
Activity Difference t-value r 
N= 78 
Attend sectional, regional 
and state called meetings. -67. 87 -4. 89** -.10 
Participate in CATA, NVATA, 
and AVA. -69. 29 -4. 81** .01 
Participate in local educa­
tion association, CTA and 
NBA. -50. 90 -2. 72** -.21 
Attend general education 
professional meetings. 1. 59 0. 11 .08 
**Table value at the .01 level with 77 degrees of 
freedom was 2.66. 
graphical regions forming seven teacher subgroups and 
seven principal subgroups. Subgroup means and standard 
deviations were computed for each of the seven program 
areas. An analysis of variance was used to determine if 
significant differences existed. 
Data in Table 31 reveal principal group means, stan­
dard deviations, mean rankings, and F values by program 
area by geographical regions. It was observed that four 
highly significant differences (beyond the .01 level) 
existed among the principal groups. Those program areas 
Table 31. Principal group means, standard deviations, mean rankings and 
F values by program area by geographical regions. 
Region 
North Coast 
N=9 
M 
SD*^ 
Rd 
528.99 
44.40 
7 
470.55 
51.60 
7 
Program Area 
469.76 
64. 81 
7 
571.55 
39.19 
7 
519.13 
64. 32 
7 
431.83 
84.59 
6 
471.53 
79.75 
7 
Superior 
N-10 
M 
SD 
R 
546.10 
53.70 
6 
515.06 
37.98 
5 
495.89 
28.44 
5 
606.61 
45.61 
6 
545.84 
72.41 
6 
460.56 
91.67 
5 
492.85 
63.48 
6 
Central 
N=12 
M 
SD 
R 
581.20 
34.88 
3 
539.64 
54.54 
2 
529.05 
46.59 
2 
609.38 
30.52 
5 
564.47 
71.25 
5 
490.88 
75.68 
4 
512.44 
60.99 
4 
San Joaquin 
N=10 
M 
SD 
R 
577.12 
33.75 
4 
521.11 
30.93 
4 
515.35 
52.44 
4 
616.40 
49.95 
4 
575.82 
32.95 
2 
534.45 
81. 76 
1 
511.50 
97.28 
South Coast 
N=10 
M 
SD 
R 
593.36 
23.09 
1 
536.39 
41.47 
3 
528.67 
45. 35 
3 
622.71 
52.72 
2 
588.92 
40.52 
1 
523.25 
64.64 
2 
551.22 
80. 36 
1 
Southwestern M 576.00 498.59 479.21 629.25 568.43 414.69 528.13 
N=13 SD 31.80 41.09 47.78 49.42 36.37 93.09 70.97 
R 5 6 6 1 4 7 3  
Southern M 591.87 544.26 534.19 617.72 574.09 509.09 531.41 
N=14 SD 40.10 43.32 54.12 63.60 68.76 74.44 51.64 
R 2 1 1 3 3 3 2  
F value 4.00** 3.82** 3.08* 1.44 1.53 3.57** 1.33 
^Designates program area: 1. curriculum and program development, 2. instruc­
tion, 3. supervision, 4. administration, 5. evaluation, 6. public relations, 
7. professional. 
^Designates group mean. 
"^Designates standard deviation. 
"^Designates program area rank among geographical regions. 
*The table value of F at the .05 level, with 6 and 71 degrees of freedom 
was 2.24. 
**The table value at the .01 level with 6 and 71 degrees of freedom was 3.10. 
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where highly significant differences existed were "cur­
riculum and program development", "instruction", "super­
vision" and "public relations". 
A Scheffe post hoc test was administered to identify 
which regional group means presented in Table 31 were in 
fact significantly different. It was observed as a result 
of this test that significant differences existed between 
the South Coast Region and the Southern Region and that 
both of these regions were in turn significantly different 
from the North Coast Region. 
The Scheffe post hoc test was again used to identify 
which regions were significantly different in the program 
area of instruction. The test revealed that the Southern 
Region, which had a principal group mean of 544.26, was 
significantly different from the North Coast Region which 
had a principal group mean of 470.55. 
In the program area of supervision, a highly signif­
icant F value was found to exist. The Scheffe test failed 
to indicate specifically which regions differed signifi­
cantly in mean response value. It was assumed, however, 
that the significant group mean differences existed be­
tween the two regions on the extreme opposite ends of the 
Scheffe group mean scale, (28, p. 241) These regions 
were the Southern, with a group mean of 534.19 and the 
North Coast with a group mean of 469.76. Other possible 
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significant differences among the remaining regional group 
means, however, were not discounted. 
Principal group means differed beyond the .01 level 
for the program area of public relations. A Scheffe post 
hoc test was administered but failed to clearly identify 
the regions where principal group means differed signifi­
cantly. Again, it was assumed that the two regions on the 
extreme opposite ends of the scale of group mean values 
were significantly different. These regions were the San 
Joaquin, with a principal group mean of 534.45 and the 
Southwestern, with a principal group mean of 414.69. The 
existence of other possible significant group mean dif­
ferences among the remaining regions was not discounted. 
Data presented in Table 32 reveal teacher group means, 
standard deviations, mean ranking and F values by program 
area by geographical regions. The analysis of variance 
yielded no significant F values for any of the seven pro­
gram areas when teacher group means were compared by geo­
graphical region. It was further observed that all except 
three teacher group mean responses were above 500. 
Table 32. Teacher group means, standard deviations, mean rankings and F values 
by program area by geographical regions. 
Region a 
North Coast 
N=9 
M 
SD'^ 
Rd 
569.78 
35. 57 
7 
513.02 
25.35 
5 
Program Area 
510.54 
28.42 
3 
59 7.31 
46.43 
6 
520.76 
50. 20 
6 
510.78 
39.82 
6 
544.94 
46.10 
6 
Superior 
N=10 
M 
SD 
R 
574.83 
52.16 
5 
508.16 
47.39 
6 
483.86 
44. 58 
7 
584.47 
52.04 
7 
512.94 
71.37 
7 
482.55 
76.23 
7 
565.42 
73.97 
4 
Central 
N=12 
M 
SD 
R 
602.20 
37.20 
1 
532.10 
42.76 
1 
522.48 
42.91 
1 
602.83 
63.19 
5 
556.78 
60. 27 
2 
556.19 
60.40 
1 
591.77 
48.18 
]. 
San Joaquin 
N=10 
M 
SD 
R 
582.02 
48.33 
4 
513.54 
45.54 
4 
511.28 
58.29 
2 
610.50 
39.82 
4 
545.94 
58.34 
4 
516.55 
71.22 
4 
577.80 
6 0 . 2 2  
2 
South Coast 
N=10 
M 
SD 
R 
584.25 
28.20 
3 
521.12 
27.51 
3 
503.84 
40.64 
5 
612.52 
46.95 
3 
532.42 
41.40 
5 
538.85 
39.45 
2 
552.27 
39.86 
5 
Southwestern M 592.69 524.98 492.97 632.30 568.46 511.98 565.67 
N=13 SD 32.99 35.70 52.05 41.20 50.60 73.44 69.20 
R 2 2 6 1 1 5  3  
Southern M 574.21 507.33 507.85 616.28 548.10 537.89 541.14 
N=14 SD 31.54 56.96 45.04 36.54 41.71 59.89 86.89 
6 7 4 2 3 3 7 
F value 1.02 0.55 0.86 1.18 1.49 1.65 0.93 
^Designates program area: 1. curriculum and program development, 2. instruc­
tion, 3. supervision, 4. administration, 5. evaluation, 6. public relations, 
7. professional. 
^Designates group mean. 
^Designates standard deviation. 
^Designates program area rank among geographical regions. 
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Major Findings 
In summary, the following paragraphs present the 
major findings subject to the limitations and assumptions 
under which the study was conducted. 
1. Of the vocational agriculture teachers studied, 
71.8 percent were teaching in multiple teacher departments. 
The mean number of teachers per department studied was 
approximately 2.3. 
2. Mean enrollment for schools in this study was 
I,436.4 students. 
3. Mean years of teaching experience for the agri­
culture teachers was 8.64 years. Principals averaged 
II.62 years of administrative experience. 
4. Of the teachers studied, 48.8 percent had com­
pleted a Master of Science degree or above. Of the 
principals studied, 90 percent held a Master of Science 
degree or above. 
5. Teachers felt they should spend more hours per 
week on the job (47.56 mean hours) during the regular 
school year than did their principals (41.35 mean hours). 
6. The amount of hours teachers felt they should 
work per week in the summer months (36.73 mean hours) 
was similar to principal expectations (34.40 mean hours). 
7. Teachers felt students should receive more 
supervised occupational experience program visits per 
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year than did the principals. 
8. A significant number of teachers (43.6 percent) 
believed they vere expected to work Saturdays, Sundays, 
holidays, mornings and evenings. Approximately 22 percent 
of the principals indicated agreement with those teacher 
perceptions. However, approximately 30 percent of the 
principals studied expected agriculture teachers to per­
form no work beyond the normal school work week. 
9. Program areas entitled "administration", "cur­
riculum and program development" and "evaluation" had the 
highest overall mean scores for the two groups studied. 
The program areas of "public relations" and "supervision" 
had the lowest overall mean scores for the two groups. 
10. Both groups recorded low mean scores for young 
and adult farmer teaching and supervisory activities. 
The supervision of an FFA alumni chapter received the 
third lowest group mean response by teachers (400.29) and 
the tenth lowest group response by principals (419.38). 
11. In considering all 75 activities, teacher group 
mean scores tended to be higher than principal group mean 
scores. 
12. The paired t-tests conducted on each of the 75 
activities resulted in 37 significant t-values for dif­
ferences between teacher and principal group mean scores. 
13. Correlation coefficients for the 75 paired 
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comparisons resulted in seven significant coefficients for 
the teacher-principal pairs. 
14. Principal group comparisons by geographical 
region revealed four significant differences in group mean 
responses for the seven program areas. 
Principals in the North Coast Region were found to 
differ significantly with principals in the South Coast 
and Southern Regions in their group mean response in the 
program area of "curriculum and program development". 
North Coast principals also differed significantly from 
Southern Region principals in the area of "instruction". 
Again, significant differences were found between North 
Coast principals and Southern Region principals in the 
program area of supervision. 
In the area of "public relations" significant dif­
ferences in mean response values were found between prin­
cipals of the San uoaquin Region and the Southwestern 
Region. 
15. Teacher group comparisons by geographical regions 
resulted in no significant differences in mean response 
values for the seven program areas. 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to determine the oc­
cupational tasks that are basic to the teaching of voca­
tional agriculture as perceived by teachers and their 
principals in California. 
The design of the study was effective in providing 
the data necessary to make generalizations which reflected 
on the purpose and objectives for this study. 
More specifically, the study was designed to: 
(1) compare the perceptions of principals and their teach­
ers regarding the occupational role of the vocational 
agriculture teacher, (2) determine the importance of 
selected activities as perceived by principals and their 
vocational agriculture teachers, and (3) compare the im­
portance of selected activities as perceived by teachers 
and principals on a regional basis within the state. 
With the cooperation of the California Polytechnic 
State University Agricultural Education Department, a 
sample of 78 programs representing 23.4 percent of all 
the programs in the state, was obtained. Based on the 
responses received, items on the survey appeared to be 
equally understood by both teachers and principals. The 
one to ninety-nine response scale appeared to provide the 
respondents with an acceptable range of choices. As a 
group, the respondents utilized most of the values from 
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1-99 when responding to each item. 
The pairing of teacher and principal responses and 
the utilization of the paired t-test yielded 37 signifi­
cant t-values when teacher and principal responses were 
compared over the 75 items on the survey instrument. As 
a result of these findings it could be assumed that the 
paired t-test was effective in detecting differences in 
mean response values between teachers and their principals. 
Of the seven program areas included in this study, 
administration received the highest mean response from 
both teachers and principals. Administrative activities 
such as maintaining facilities which are conducive to 
learning, developing good working relations with staff, 
faculty and administrators, planning and managing a 
departmental budget, maintaining inventories of tools 
and supplies, and complying with OSHA regulations, etc. 
all received high importance ratings. The composite mean 
score for administration was 613.0 for principals and 
609.4 for teachers. Conversely, the composite mean score 
for the program area of instruction was only 519.7 and 
517.4 respectively. A question could be raised as to the 
reason for the almost 100 point difference between the mean 
response values for these two program areas. The reason 
that both groups placed high importance on administration 
and so little emphasis on instruction may be the result 
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of a combination of complex and interrelated factors. 
Since its inception, vocational agriculture education 
has been closely related to federal and state legislation, 
monitoring, and supervision. The importance of maintain­
ing certain administrative practices has been stressed 
by those laws and regulations and also by the agencies 
charged with their enforcement. The long association 
of vocational agriculture with governmental regulations 
may have made teachers and principals more sensitive to 
the need to maintain records, comply with OSHA regulations, 
maintain accurate filing systems, manage departmental 
budgets, etc. 
It should be noted that teachers and principals did 
not agree on all of the activities within the program area 
of administration. Teachers placed a significantly higher 
value on cooperative work experience programs than did 
their principals. The administration of cooperative vo­
cational education programs requires a considerable amount 
of teacher time. Inasmuch as principals placed an espe­
cially low mean value on cooperative vocational education 
(466.3),- it could be concluded that, because teachers 
generally require an extra period during the day for the 
supervision of this program, principals did not favor 
this method of vocational education. Even though the 
teacher group mean response for organizing and coordinating 
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cooperative work experience programs was significantly 
higher than the principal group mean response, this ac­
tivity was the lowest rated activity by the teacher group 
in the program area of administration. 
Teacher group mean scores were significantly higher 
than principal group mean scores for the activity of 
maintaining a school farm or land laboratory. As in the 
case of cooperative vocational education, the school farm 
requires a considerable amount of administrative effort 
on the teacher's part. In addition, school farms can be 
expensive to operate. Although the school land laboratory 
serves the same function in agricultural education as the 
laboratory does in biology or chemistry, it may not neces­
sarily be perceived in that context by administrators. 
Also, traditionally, there has been a difference of opinion 
between administrators and teachers as to whether a school 
land laboratory should be (1) a model farm, (2) a learning 
laboratory, or (3) a money-making enterprise. It should 
be noted that this activity had one of the highest positive 
correlation coefficients (.44), indicating that teacher 
and principal paired responses rose or fell in a like 
manner. 
The program area with the second highest composite 
mean response score was curriculum and program develop­
ment. Both groups gave the highest response value to 
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taking two weeks vacation. The group mean response score 
for this activity was very similar for both teachers and 
their principals. The second highest activity mean score 
for both groups in this program area was keeping abreast 
of current agricultural developments. No significant t-
values were observed between the two groups for these 
two activities. Continually revising and updating cur­
riculum was another activity where no significant dif­
ferences between teachers and principals were observed. 
In general, teacher and principal groups tended to agree 
on the majority of curriculum and program development 
activities. 
Summer activities appear to have generated the great­
est number of significant differences among teachers and 
principals in the area of curriculum and program develop­
ment. Using the majority of summer time for student super­
vision and visiting potential agriculture students during 
the summer months had the two highest t-values of all 
curriculum and program development activities. In both 
cases, teacher group response values were significantly 
higher than principal group response values. It was not 
clear from responses received in this study what activities 
principals considered as appropriate use of the summer 
portion of the vocational agriculture teacher's contract. 
It was apparent, however, that teachers and principals 
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did not agree on the proper use of the summer portion of 
the teacher's time. Teachers indicated that student super­
vision and visitation of new students were important summer 
activities. In addition, the cleaning, reorganizing and 
refurbishing of the shop facility during the summer was 
another activity which received a significantly higher 
response value from teachers than from principals. Two 
summer activities which received low mean responses from 
both groups were teaching of high school classes during 
the summer and the teaching of young and adult farmer 
classes during the summer. 
The consistently low mean response values assigned 
by principals to those summer activities included in 
this study lead one to conclude that principals do not, 
as a group, favor the summer employment of vocational 
agriculture teachers. If this conclusion is valid, it 
has serious implications for vocational agriculture pro­
grams throughout the state. The exact nature of those 
implications is beyond the scope and intent of this study. 
Establishing and utilizing an advisory committee for 
the day program was rated comparatively low by both teach­
er and principal groups (564.6 and 544.0 respectively) and 
had a correlation coefficient of .44. Conversely, the 
activity of keeping abreast of current agricultural de­
velopments received high ratings from teachers (649.3) 
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and principals (645.0) . It could be concluded that teach­
ers and principals do not feel that advisory committees 
for the day program contribute toward the goal of keeping 
abreast of agricultural developments. The same conclusion 
might be drawn in regard to the value of an advisory com­
mittee in updating and revising curriculum, an activity 
which received a teacher group mean response of 636.6 and 
a principal group mean response of 628.5. The relatively 
low mean response value regarding the use of advisory com­
mittees for the day program and also the low mean response 
rating for establishing and utilizing advisory committees 
for adult programs (rated 452.5 by teachers and 506.6 by 
principals) raises several questions. One wonders what 
teachers and principals perceive the function of an ad­
visory committee to be if it is not to assist in keeping 
the agriculture teacher and program abreast of agricultural 
developments and providing necessary input for the revising 
and updating of curriculum? One might also question the 
low mean response value for the establishment and use of 
advisory committees in light of recent federal legislation 
requiring their use by schools offering vocational pro­
grams . 
Highly significant differences were found between 
the group mean response values recorded for teachers and 
principals for three of the four professional activities 
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included in this study. In each case, the teacher group 
mean value was higher than the principal group mean value. 
These activities were: (1) attending sectional, regional 
and state called meetings, (2) participating in CATA, NVATA, 
and AVA, and (3) participating in the local education 
association, the CTA and the NEA. The principal group mean 
score for attending general education professional meetings 
was slightly higher than the teacher group mean score, but 
the difference was not significant. These findings suggest 
that teachers in California believe that it is important 
to belong to the California Agricultural Teachers Associa­
tion (CATA), to attend the monthly sectional meetings, 
the biannual regional meetings, and the annual state meet­
ing of this organization. A comparison of group mean re­
sponses for attendance at the meetings described above 
reveals principal responses of 550.8 and teacher responses 
of 618.7 with a t-value of -4.89 (significant beyond the 
.01 level). Participation in the CATA, NVATA and AVA 
had a principal group mean rating of 535.5 and a teacher 
group mean rating of 604.8 with a t-value of -4.81 (signif­
icant beyond the .01 level). Participation in the local 
education association, the California Teachers Association 
(CTA), and the National Education Association (NEA) received 
a group mean response of 4 67.6 from principals and 518.5 
from teachers with a t-value of -2.72 (significant beyond 
116 
the .01 level). 
It could be concluded that the low principal group 
mean ratings for the above activities are a result of the 
recent introduction of collective bargaining by teacher 
associations at the state and local level. It might fur­
ther be concluded that the low principal group mean response 
value for teacher participation in the CATA is mainly a 
side effect of the collective bargaining issue inasmuch 
as the CATA has not actively participated in collective 
bargaining activities. Another possible reason for the 
large mean differences in teacher-principal mean ratings 
could be that principals just do not believe that teacher 
participation in such organizations has professional or 
educational value. 
Of the four activities included in the program area 
of public relations, two yielded significant differences 
in teacher-principal group mean values. Teacher group 
mean responses were higher than principal group mean 
responses for each activity. The activity of publishing 
articles regularly in the local paper yielded the great­
est mean difference {-95.S) and the highest t-value 
(-6.31) of all 75 activities in this study. Findings of 
this study suggest that principals and teachers differ 
markedly in their perceptions of the teacher's role in 
informing the public about vocational agriculture 
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and its related activities. Principal group means were 
below 500 for all four activities in this area. Teacher 
group means were above 500 for three of the four activi­
ties . Participating in businessmen's breaks or rap ses­
sions received a group mean rating of 474.7 from teachers. 
The composite mean score for teachers was 523.6 and 480.5 
for principals with a t-value of -3.65 (significant beyond 
the .01 level). These results appear to suggest that 
principals prefer that vocational agriculture teachers not 
engage in extensive interaction with the general public. 
In general, the principal group mean values for the area 
of public relations appear to be in conflict with the 
principal group mean response for the activity of the agri­
culture teacher providing input from the community to school 
administrators. That activity,- in the program area of 
administration, received a principal group mean score of 
609.4. One might conclude that the conflict reported above 
resulted from a disagreement of method and not of prin­
ciple. Further analysis of the differences cited is 
beyond the scope and intent of this study. 
Principals rated each of the five items that made up 
the program area of evaluation higher than did teachers. 
The composite group mean scores were significantly dif­
ferent beyond the .05 level. Both groups rated making 
program changes as a result of evaluation the highest. 
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The two groups differed as to the method of evaluation. 
Teachers preferred seeking state supervisors' comments on 
program direction whereas principals rated the use of ad­
ministrative evaluative comments as the preferred evalua­
tion method. The principal and teacher group mean response 
values for seeking administrative evaluative comments on 
program direction were significantly different beyond the 
.01 level. Principals placed more importance on teacher 
participation on evaluation teams than did teachers. The 
difference between group mean responses for this activity 
was significant beyond the .05 level. 
As a program area, evaluation had the third highest 
composite group mean score among principals and the fourth 
highest composite group mean score among teachers. These 
findings suggest that both groups considered evaluation 
necessary to the maintenance of an effective vocational 
agriculture program, however, based on data collected in 
this study, neither group has made an especially strong 
commitment to program evaluation. 
Of the seven program areas studied, "instruction" 
received the sixth lowest composite group mean score by 
teachers and the fourth lowest composite group mean score 
by principals. As was discussed previously in this chap­
ter, there are several possible reasons why the program 
area of administration received the highest composite mean 
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scores from both principals and teachers. The comparative­
ly low rating of the instructional area may be explained 
by examining the individual activities that made up the 
instructional program area in this study. Seven of the 
14 activities in this area involved one or more of the 
following tasks: (1) teaching or preparing for young or 
adult farmer classes, (2) teaching or team teaching classes 
other than agriculture, and (3) teaching classes during the 
summer months. Teachers rated all seven of the above ac­
tivities between 383.2 and 477.2. Conversely, teaching 
of high school classes on agricultural subjects, utilizing 
the preparation period for high school class preparation, 
requiring students to maintain a supervised occupational 
experience program, preparing students for enrollment in 
advanced vocational training, preparing students for en­
rollment in college and attending school staff meetings all 
received mean response values of 570 or above. Of these 
seven highest rated activities, only one, conducting FFA 
business meetings during the school day, received a rating 
of less than 500. It was concluded that the adult and 
young farmer activities were mainly responsible for the 
low group mean response values for this program area. 
The teaching of young and adult farmer classes was 
not perceived to be an important occupational activity 
of vocational agriculture teachers based on the data 
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presented in this study. These findings appear to reflect 
the effect of the rapid growth of community college voca­
tional agriculture programs throughout the state of Cali­
fornia. Secondary vocational agriculture teachers and 
their principals appear to view the teaching of adult classes 
in agriculture as a function of the community college system 
and not as a responsibility of the secondary school. 
Preparing students for enrollment in advanced voca­
tional training and preparing students for enrollment in 
community college and university agricultural programs 
were rated second and third respectively by teachers and 
fourth and fifth respectively by principals. The high 
values assigned to these two activities suggest that teach­
ers and principals not only view vocational education in 
agriculture as a terminal program for students, but also as 
a pre-vocational program. These views do not appear to 
be in conflict with the California State Plan for Voca­
tional Education ( 2, p. 45) which states: 
The program of instruction in vocational educa­
tion shall be designed (1) to prepare or retrain 
youth and adults for gainful employment or for 
advancement in recognized occupations and in new 
and emerging occupations; or (2) to prepare in­
dividuals for enrollment in advanced vocational 
training; or (3) to be of significant assistance 
to enrolled individuals in making an informed 
and meaningful occupational choice. 
Vocational education is a part of the total pro­
gram of education and may be provided in grades 
seven through twelve, adult schools, community 
colleges, regional occupational centers/programs. 
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colleges, or universities, under public super­
vision and control; in private educational agen­
cies under contract with the state or local boards 
of education; or by the office of a county super­
intendent of schools. 
The findings of this study propose that teachers and 
their principals are in basic agreement with the objec­
tives of vocational education as outlined in the State 
Plan. 
Significant differences in group mean response values 
for principals and their teachers were observed for eleven 
of the nineteen activities that made up the program area 
of supervision. Of the seven broad program areas included 
in this study, supervision had the lowest composite group 
mean score. The principal composite mean score was 508.8, 
and the teacher composite mean score was 504.8. These 
low mean response values were the result of the very low 
ratings assigned by both teachers and principals to the 
young and adult farmer activities and to nonagricultural 
education related supervisory duties included in this pro­
gram area. Such activities as serving as a substitute 
bus driver, taking tickets at athletic events, and super­
vising study halls, lunchrooms, and dances, all received 
ratings below 470 by both teachers and principals although 
in several cases significant differences in group mean 
responses were observed. 
For activities that constituted the program area 
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entitled "supervision", conducting an FFA chapter program 
received the highest mean response from teachers (679.6) 
and the highest mean response from principals (640.5). A 
t-value of -3.33 (significant beyond the .01 level) was 
observed for this activity. Principals assigned their 
second highest mean response to preparing students for FFA 
contests, whereas the second highest teacher mean response 
was for supervising student occupational experience pro­
grams. A positive correlation coefficient of .25 was ob­
served for the preparation of students for FFA contests. 
The activity of supervising student occupational experience 
programs yielded a t-value of -4.83 (significant beyond 
the .01 level). 
In general, it was observed that activities which 
directly involved the FFA or the supervision and counseling 
of agriculture students received the highest ratings from 
both principals and their teachers. All other activities, 
even though commonly performed by non-agriculture teachers, 
received lower ratings from both groups. One might con­
clude fron these observations that principals and teachers 
see the role of the vocational agriculture teacher to be 
quite' different from other teachers. If this conclusion 
is valid, it would account for the low response values 
assigned by both principals and teachers to such activities 
as serving as class sponsor or advisor, supervising dances. 
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athletic events, etc. 
Based on the findings of this study for the program 
area of supervision, one might conclude that the vocational 
agriculture teacher has a rather narrowly based job descrip­
tion which does not include many of the occupational tasks 
common to other teachers on the secondary faculty. Con­
versely, a review of the findings of this study in the area 
of administration reveals that the administrative tasks 
expected of vocational agriculture teachers exceeds those 
of non-vocational agriculture teachers. 
The final objective of this study was to compare 
teacher and principal group mean responses for each of the 
seven broad program areas by geographical regions within 
the state of California. 
An analysis of variance of the seven teacher groups 
by the seven program areas resulted in no significant F 
values. It was concluded that teachers in each of the 
seven geographical regions were not significantly different 
in their perceptions of the role of the vocational agri­
culture teacher as measured by the criteria utilized in 
this investigation. It was further concluded that the 
lack of significant differences among teachers of the 
seven regions tended to support the earlier conclusion 
that items on the survey instrument were interpreted uni­
formly and were equally understood by teachers throughout 
the state. 
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The comparison of principal mean response values by 
geographical region using the analysis of variance pro­
cedure resulted in four highly significant F values. Geo­
graphical differences were noted between principals from 
the North Coast Region and principals from the South Coast 
Region and the Southern Region for the program area of 
curriculum and program development. 
Differences between the North Coast Region and the 
Southern Region were also noted for the program areas of 
instruction and supervision. The Sar, Joaquin Region was 
found to differ from the Southwestern Region for the area 
of public relations. It was concluded that principals 
differed significantly in their perceptions of the role of 
the vocational agriculture teacher when compared on a geo­
graphical basis, but the identification of those factors 
causing the differences went beyond the scope of this 
study. 
The twenty most important activities as perceived by 
principals were primarily administrative or supervisory 
in nature. No activities from the program areas of public 
relations and professional were included in that group of 
activities by principals. 
The twenty most important activities as perceived by 
teachers were also primarily administrative or supervisory 
in nature, although instruction and curriculum and program 
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development accounted for nine of the top twenty rated 
activities. No public relations or evaluation activities 
were included in the teacher list. 
The twenty least important activities as perceived 
by principals were primarily supervisory in nature (nine), 
with instruction accounting for the second highest number 
(seven). 
The twenty least important activities as perceived by 
teachers were primarily supervisory in nature (ten), with 
instruction accounting for seven of the remaining activities. 
It was concluded that based on the perceptions of both 
teachers and principals, the most important activities per­
formed by the vocational agriculture teacher are administra­
tive in nature with supervision and curriculum and program 
development activities second in importance. 
It was further concluded that among the least important 
activities as perceived by both teachers and principals, 
supervisory activities ranked first followed by instruc­
tional activities. 
Implications 
Some implications of this study are as follows: 
New or beginning agriculture teachers need to be made 
aware of the administrative responsibilities they will 
assume as vocational agriculture teachers. 
126 
Teachers need to review and analyze the administra­
tive duties they will perform and establish priorities 
that allow for the fulfillment of administrative respon­
sibilities . 
Administrators need to review the administrative 
duties being performed by vocational agriculture teachers 
and determine if some of these duties should not be per­
formed by full time vocational administrators. 
Preservice and inservice programs need to focus on 
setting priorities for agriculture teacher time, especially 
in the area of balancing administrative, supervisory and 
instructional duties. Programs such as cooperative work 
experience (cooperative vocational education) suffer be­
cause teachers and administrators may not be willing to 
put forth the administrative effort demanded for the proper 
operation of such programs. An increased preservice effort 
for teachers and inservice effort for principals should be 
attempted in an effort to make principals and teachers 
aware of both the benefits and requirements of cooperative 
vocational education. 
Secondary vocational agriculture teachers should confine 
their teaching efforts to secondary students. Programs for 
young and adult farmers. Young Farmer associations and FFA 
alumni should be carried out by community colleges. 
Vocational agriculture teachers should plan their work 
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schedule so that vacation time accrued is used on a reg­
ular basis. Preservice and inservice programs should stress 
the importance of the vocational agriculture teacher balanc­
ing his work load with time off for family and recreation. 
The proper use of advisory committees should be stressed 
in preservice and inservice education for vocational 
agriculture teachers and inservice programs for administra­
tors. The value of advisory committees in revising and up­
dating curriculum should receive more emphasis in both pre­
service and inservice. Inservice programs for administra­
tors stressing the value of advisory committees in keeping 
the agriculture teacher and the agriculture program cur­
rent on agricultural developments should be conducted state­
wide. 
The summer program in agricultural education needs to 
be redefined. Agriculture teachers and administrators need 
to come to an agreement on the nature and purpose of surimier 
programs. Catch phrases such as "extended service" will 
not fill the need for a well defined, educationally sound 
summer program. The rise of collective bargaining and the 
shrinking of the educational dollar require that summer 
programs be based on the same foundation as the rest of 
the school year: education of the student. 
Some schools have begun to teach summer classes in 
agriculture as a means of justifying a 12 month contract 
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for the vocational agriculture teacher. For those districts 
where year round employment of vocational agriculture teach­
ers can be justified by no other means, then the teaching 
of summer classes might be considered. 
Administrators should be made aware of the inservice 
education and professional improvement benefits of the CATA. 
A stepped-up program of public relations between the CATA 
and administrators, in view of the findings of this research, 
is greatly needed. 
Teachers need to confer with administrators regarding 
the type of public relations program the vocational agri­
culture department intends to carry out. The findings of 
this study revealed that principals do not favor the tra­
ditional public relations efforts of agriculture teachers. 
If administrators were made aware of the nature and intent 
of agriculture department public relations efforts, some 
of the opposition revealed in this study could be overcome. 
Agriculture teachers should stress the fact that their 
extensive contact with the community enables them to pro­
vide community input to the administrators, an activity 
that this research indicated administrators desired. 
Evaluation programs should be developed by each school 
district utilizing evaluation instruments and personnel 
provided by the Bureau of Agricultural Education. Findings 
of this research indicate that both teachers and principals 
129 
favor evaluation and making curriculum and program changes 
based on evaluation. There was no apparent agreement, 
however, on how the evaluation should be conducted. 
Vocational agriculture programs should continue to 
provide the dual purpose program of preparing students for 
entry level employment and for advanced vocational train­
ing. The findings of this study indicate that teachers 
and principals support the preparation of vocational agri­
culture students for enrollment in colleges and universities 
as an important activity of the vocational agriculture 
teacher and his program. Clarification should be sought 
on this objective as the State Plan indicates vocational 
education is education for occupations requiring less than 
a baccalaureate degree. Training or preparing students for 
entry into universities may well be contrary to the intentions 
of vocational education as defined by the California State 
Plan for Vocational Education. 
The majority of principals believed that vocational 
agriculture teachers fulfilled their commitment to the school 
district without performing most of the menial, non-teaching 
tasks (such as sellino tickets at athletic events- dances-
etc.) expected of other teachers. This being the situation, 
agriculture teachers must take care to see that this type 
of treatment is deserved. The benefits of not serving 
certain kinds of duties along with the rest of the high 
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school faculty can quickly be lost if that privilege is not 
earned through the contribution of a comparable amount of 
time to agriculturally related activities. 
Another implication of this study is that agriculture 
teachers, for the most part, determine their own work load. 
No evidence was found to support or even to suggest that 
administrators imposed unreasonable work loads on voca­
tional agriculture teachers. In every activity where work 
load was a factor in this investigation, it was the vo­
cational agriculture teacher who suggested longer work 
days during the school year, longer work days during the 
summer, more supervised occupational experience visits 
per year, etc. 
Vocational agriculture teachers and teacher educators 
may benefit from a review of the following list of 30 
activities which were identified jointly by teachers and 
principals who participated in this study. No claim is 
made as to the comparative importance of these activities 
beyond the fact that they received the 30 highest mean 
response scores for the 75 items submitted to the 156 teach­
ers and principals whose responses are recorded in this 
study. 
The thirty activities were: 
Maintain a facility which is conducive to learning. 
Teach high school classes on agricultural subjects. 
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Develop good working relationships with administra­
tors, faculty and staff. 
Conduct an FFA chapter program. 
Supervise the student•s occupational experience program. 
Take two weeks summer vacation. 
Attend school staff meetings. 
Have classroom and shop in compliance with OSHA 
regulations. 
Keep abreast of current agricultural developments. 
Maintain an accurate inventory of departmental 
supplies, tools and equipment. 
Plan and manage the agriculture department budget. 
Counsel students individually on career and personal 
matters. 
Complete state reports. 
Participate in school open house and/or parent con­
ferences. 
Keep abreast of OSHA regulations which affect agri­
culture programs and students. 
Supervise an FFA chapter banquet. 
Continually revise and update curriculum. 
Prepare students for enrollment in advanced voca­
tional training. 
Make necessary program changes as a result of program 
evaluation. 
Prepare students for participation in the county fair. 
Recruit students into the vocational agricultural pro­
gram. 
Attend sectional, regional and state meetings. 
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Prepare students for enrollment in community colleges 
and universities. 
Prepare students for participation in FFA contests. 
Provide input from community to administrators. 
Use the majority of summer time for student super­
vision. 
Utilize the daily preparation period for high school 
class instructional preparation. 
Participate in CATA, NVATA, and AVA. 
Require students to maintain a supervised occupational 
experience program. 
Maintain appropriate filing systems. 
The full list of activities should be reviewed in 
order to gain a broader view of the response values as­
signed to each of the 75 activities by the teachers and 
their principals. 
Recommendations for Additional Research 
Findings of this investigation have suggested that 
additional research is needed to better understand the 
factors which dictate the work load of a vocational agri­
culture teacher. To be specific, the effect of peer pres­
sure, state supervision and preservice training should be 
studied in an attempt to determine the effect those factors 
have on the vocational agriculture teacher's perception of 
his role and responsibilities. 
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Further research on the use of advisory committees 
is needed to clarify their function and purpose. Specific 
emphasis should be placed on the development of a model 
for both preservice and inservice training of teachers and 
administrators in the use of advisory committees. 
Much research is yet needed to determine the factors 
which affect administrators' attitudes toward vocational 
education in agriculture. What factors influence admini­
strators in the implementation of a new vocational agri­
culture program? What training or background do admini­
strators have in the administration of vocational educa­
tion? 
Research is needed to determine if vocational agri­
culture needs to be redefined in California. Are current 
definitions appropriate in light of the changes that have 
taken place in agricultural education since 1963? Can 
urban and rural vocational agriculture programs function 
under the same definition? Has the increase in multi-
teacher departments and the specialized teaching assign­
ments common to such departments had an effect on FFA 
membership and participation in supervised occupational 
experience programs by students? 
Further research efforts are needed to determine why 
FFA membership in California has not kept pace with voca­
tional agriculture enrollment. Specifically, there is a 
need to determine the vocational agriculture student's 
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perceptions of the FFA. 
Finally, there is a need to conduct research on the 
perceptions of teachers prepared by the internship method 
on such subjects as FFA, supervised occupational experience, 
and membership in professional organizations. Comparisons 
between the internship and fifth year program could yield 
valuable data for both preservice and inservice programs 
in teacher education. 
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SUMMARY 
It was the major purpose of this investigation to 
identify those occupational tasks that are basic to the 
teaching of vocational agriculture as perceived by Cali­
fornia principals and their vocational agriculture teach­
ers . 
A random sample of 134 vocational agriculture pro­
grams was selected and the principal and vocational agri­
culture teacher or teachers at those schools were mailed 
a questionnaire requesting them to respond to 75 occupa­
tional tasks using a response scale of one to ninety-
nine. After the questionnaires were returned, principals 
and their teachers were paired and 7 8 pairs resulted. 
In the case of multiple teacher departments, one teacher 
response was randomly selected and paired with its princi­
pal. 
Paired teacher-principal responses were analyzed using 
the paired t-test with its corresponding correlation co­
efficients. Comparisons of responses by geographical re­
gion were analyzed using analysis of variance and Scheffe 
post hoc tests. 
In addition, this study revealed that while teachers 
believed they were expected to work 47.6 hours per week 
during the school year, principals indicated they expect­
136 
ed teachers to work 41.4 hours per week during the school 
year. 
The mean enrollment for the 78 schools in this study 
was 14 36 and the mean number of vocational agriculture 
teachers was 2.3 per school. The mean years of teaching 
experience for teachers was 8.6 and the mean years of admin­
istrative experience for principals was 11.6. 
The 75 activities on the questionnaire were regrouped 
into seven categories. They were: (1) curriculum and pro­
gram development, (2) instruction, (3) supervision, (4) ad­
ministration, (5) evaluation, (6) public relations, and 
(7) professional. Group mean responses for each of the 
seven categories were analyzed and means, standard devia­
tions and mean rankings were computed for each program 
area for both teachers and principals. It was observed 
that the program areas of administration and curriculum 
and program development ranked first and second in impor­
tance respectively for both groups. Teachers ranked pro­
fessional activities third, evaluation fourth, public rela­
tions instruction sixth and supervision seventh 
in imp., rcance. Principals ranked evaluation third, in­
struction fourth, professional fifth, supervision sixth, 
and public relations seventh in importance. 
It was found that both teachers and principals as­
signed the highest response values to occupational tasks 
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which were administrative in nature. Three highly signifi­
cant differences in group means were found for the program 
areas of evaluation, public relations and professional. 
An analysis of the 75 items resulted in the identifi­
cation of 37 significant differences between teacher and 
principal mean scores. 
Based on the mean response values assigned by both 
groups to each of the 75 items, a composite list of the 
30 activities with the highest group means for teachers 
and principals was compiled. 
The results of the geographical comparison of teacher 
and principal responses by program area revealed no signifi­
cant differences among teacher groups. Principal groups 
from the seven geographical regions did exhibit significant 
differences for four of the seven program areas. 
The four program areas where principals differed in their 
mean response values were curriculum and program develop­
ment, instruction, supervision, and public relations. 
It was observed that teachers and their principals 
indicated a very low priority for the teaching and super­
vising of adult and young farmer programs. Mean response 
values for both groups indicated that California teachers 
and principals perceived the vocational agriculture teacher's 
major, if not only, responsibility to be that of teaching 
and supervising secondary students. 
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Activities related to the Future Farmers of America 
received high group mean response ratings from both teach­
ers and principals. 
Teachers and principals placed little importance on 
requiring the vocational agriculture teacher to perform 
supervisory duties not directly associated with the agri­
culture program. Such activities as supervising athletic 
activities, dances, etc. received low mean response values 
from both principals and teachers. 
An important implication of this study was the need 
to establish inservice and preservice programs to assist 
vocational agriculture teachers in determining their oc­
cupational task priorities. Another implication was the 
need to redefine the purpose of the summer program in 
vocational education in agriculture. Results of this 
study indicated a significant lack of agreement between 
teachers and principals regarding the appropriate summer-
activities for vocational agriculture teachers. 
It was concluded as a result of this investigation 
that further research was needed to identify and examine 
the factors that determine the work load and role of the 
vocational agriculture teacher. In addition, the need 
for further research on the proper utilization of advisory 
committees was identified as a result of this study. 
And finally, it was suggested that the role of the FFA 
139 
be reevaluated and that student perceptions and expecta­
tions regarding the FFA be investigated in an effort to 
increase student participation in that important organi­
zation. 
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APPENDIX A: COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo 
May 2, 1977 
Dear 
We are seeking your advice and help. As you are aware, over the 
past several years there has been a shortage of vocational agricul­
ture teachers in California. This shortage has caused several 
school districts to begin the academic year without a teacher of 
vocational agriculture. It is a situation that must be corrected 
if the program is to expand to meet the needs of students and 
school districts throughout the state. 
One of the factors contributing most directly to this problem is 
the number of teachers leaving the profession each year. The most 
often offered explanation for this situation is that they leave 
because of heavy teaching loads. 
We wonder about this statement. If teachers leave the profession 
because of heavy teaching loads, are the loads they work under self 
imposed, created by vocational agriculture teachers themselves, or 
are they in fact expected of them by their administrators? En­
closed you will find a questionnaire that, when you and 99 other 
high school principals and 100 vocational agriculture teachers have 
responded to the items, will help discern the truth of this situ­
ation. In addition, the information that you provide will help us 
describe more accurately the activities expected of vocational 
agriculture teachers throughout California and provide valuable 
information for our pre-service and in-service teacher education 
programs. 
Would you please take 20 minutes of your time to complete the 
quescionnaire, place it in the enclosed stamped return-addressed 
envelope and put it in the mail to us. 
Your help will be greatly appreciated. 
Respectfully yours. 
Larry P. Rathbun, Acting Head 
Agricultural Education Dept. 
California Polytechnic State Univ. 
San Luis Obispo, California 
Richard Rogers, Instructor 
Agricultural Education Dept. 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
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SURVEY ON ACTIVITieS OF VOCATIONAL AGKICULTUKB TEACHERS 
PART I 
Code No. 
DIRECTIONS: 
Please select a number from any position on the continuum (see scale below) 
which most accurately represents your feelings about the importance of each 
statement describing the activities of a vocational agriculture teacher. 
99 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1 
-—J 1 I I I I I I I I L 
Very Somewhat Not 
Important Important Important 
Example : 83 How important is it that the vocational agriculture teacher 
preview instructional films? 
How important is it that the vocational agriculture teacher: 
1. Establish and utilize an advisory committee for the total day 
school program. 
2. Establish and utilize an advisory committee for the young and 
adult farmer programs. 
3. Keep abreast of current agricultural developments. 
4. Enroll in inservice classes and training classes related to 
technical agriculture. 
5. Enroll in inservice classes and training classes in professional 
education. 
5. Continually revise and update curriculum. 
7. Conduct follow-up studies of graduates for program evaluation. 
3. Use a portion of summer time to clean, reorganize, order supplies, 
and refurbish the shop. 
9. Attend school-wide program planning sessions. 
10. Use the majority of summer time for student supervision—farm or 
business. 
11. Take two weeks summer vacation, or whatever is contracted. 
12. Visit potential agriculture students during the summer months. 
13. Coordinate the high school agricultural program activities with 
the activities of other agricultural agencies. 
14. Maintain open lines of communication among the high school 
agricultural program and post-secondary agriculture programs. 
15. Teach high school classes on agricultural subjects. 
16. Utilize the daily preparation period for high school class 
instructional preparation. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
2 0 .  
21. 
2 2 .  
23. 
24. 
25. 
2 6 .  
27. 
2 8 .  
29. 
30, 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
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Conduct FFA business meetings during the school day. 
Teach or provide leadership for a young farmer program. 
Teach or provide leadership for an adult farmer program. 
Prepare for young and adult farmer programs during the school day. 
Require students to maintain a supervised experience program. 
Attend school staff meetings. 
Teach classes other than agriculture in the school when and where 
"needed. 
Team teach with other faculty members. 
Teach high school classes during the summer months. 
Teach young and adult farmer classes during the summer months. 
Conduct an FFA chapter program. 
Make supervised experience visits during the school day. 
Make young farmer visits. 
Make adult farmer visits. 
Supervise lunchroom, hall, study hall, etc. 
Prepare students for participation in FFA contests. 
Prepare students for participation in the county fair. 
Prepare students for participation in the state fair. 
Prepare students for participation in livestock and crops shows. 
Supervise an FFA chapter banquet. 
Prepare students to participate in FFA leadership development 
programs—BOAC, awards programs, state and national conventions,etc. 
Counsel students individually on career and other personal matters. 
Take tickets at athletic or other school sponsored events. 
Serve as class advisor or sponsor. 
Supervise after school activities such as dances, senior parties,etc. 
Supervise a young farmer association. 
Supervise an FFA alumni association. 
Serve as a substitute bus driver if free at the time. 
_Supervise the student's experience programs when the student is 
most in need of help and/or is most open to learning. 
_Organize and coordinate a cooperative work experience program. 
jComplete local school district reports and records. 
_Complete state reports. 
_Plan and manage the agriculture department budget. 
_Bill students for materials consumed. 
_Develop good working relations with the administrators, faculty, 
and staff. 
_Maintain a facility which is conducive to learning. 
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53. Maintain an accurate inventory of departmental supplies, tools, 
and equipment. 
54. Maintain appropriate filing systems. 
55. Participate in school open house and/or parent-teacher conferences. 
56. Have the classroom and shop facilities in compliance with 
OSHA regulations. 
57. Keep abreast of all OSHA regulations which would affect the 
agriculture prograiri and students. 
58. Provide input from the community to administrators. 
59. Participate on evaluation teams for program evaluation in 
other schools. 
60. Seek university staff help on program evaluation. 
61. Seek administrative evaluative comments on program direction. 
62. Seek state supervisor's evaluative comments on program direction. 
63. Make necessary program changes as a result of evaluation. 
64. Publish articles regularly in the local paper. 
65. Participate in local civic groups. 
66. Participate in local businessmen's morning break and rap sessions 
whenever possible. 
67. Prepare students to present radio and television broadcasts on 
agriculture and FFA activities. 
68. Attend sectional, regional and state called meetings. 
69. Participate in CATA, NVATA, and AVA. 
70. Participate in the local education association, CTA, and NEA. 
71. Attend general education professional meetings. 
72. Recruit students into the vocational agriculture program. 
73. Prepare students for enrollment in advanced vocational training. 
74. Prepare students for enrollment in community college and 
university agriculture programs. 
75. Maintain a school or chapter land laboratory or farm. 
PART II 
DIRECTIONS; 
The following questions concern your school, experience or opinions. 
Please fill in the blank or put an "x" in the appropriate brackets ( ). 
1. Your high school is: 
a. ( ) a 4-year high school 
b. ( ) a 3-year high school 
c. ( ) others, specify 
2. How many full-time students are enrolled in your high 
school for the 1976-1977 school year? 
3. The number of persons teaching in the vocational agriculture department is: 
a. ( ) one person 
b. { ) two persons 
c. ( ) three persons 
d. ( ) others, specify 
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4. Highest level of education you possess is: 
a. { ) B.S. degree 
b. ( ) B.S. + 30 or more quarter units 
c. ( ) M.S. degree 
d. ( ) M.S. + 30 or more quarter units 
e. ( ) others, specify 
5. How many years have you been involved with teaching and/or 
administering a vocational agriculture program? 
6. When classes are in session, how many hours, on the average, 
should the vocational agriculture teacher be expected to devote 
to his job per week? 
7. During the summer, how many hours, on the average, should the 
vocational agriculture teacher be expected to devote to his 
job per week? 
8. How is the summer portion of the total salary calculated? 
a. ( ) same salary rate as when classes are in session 
b. ( ) higher salary rate than when classes are in session 
c. ( ) lower salary rate than ,v.'hen classes are in session 
d. ( ) others, specify 
9. Is the vocational agriculture teacher expected to work with students 
and/or farmers on: 
a. ( ) Saturday 
b. ( ) Sunday 
c. ( ) holidays 
d. ( ) evenings and early mornings 
10. How many visits should each student involved with supervised 
experience in agriculture receive per year or employment period? 
11. How many students are enrolled in your vocational agriculture 
program? 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED BY AGRICULTURE TEACHERS ONLY: 
1 2 .  The method through which you earned your teaching credentials was: 
a. ( ) through the internship program 
b. ( ) through the regular "fifth year" program 
13. The teacher education institution where you completed vocational 
agriculture credential requirements was : 
a. ( ) California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo 
b. ( ) California State University, Fresno 
c. ( ) California State University, Chico 
d. { ) University of California, Davis 
e. ( ) California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 
14. Which of the following is your major teaching area? (Check ONE only) 
a. ( ) agricultural production 
b. ( ) agricultural supplies/services 
c. ( ) agricultural mechanics 
d. ( ) agricultural products/processing 
e. ( ) ornamental horticulture 
f. ( ) agricultural resources/rural recreation 
g. ( ) forestry 
15. How many members are in your FFA chapter? 
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